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PREFACE 


Se. the issue of Mahaffy’s History of Egypt under the 
Ptolemaic Dynasty twelve years ago, research and study have 
gone steadily on, and new material (papyri and inscriptions) 
been brought to light. Mahaffy’s volume no longer in 1927 
suffices to inform an English reader what is known, or believed, 
about Ptolemaic Egypt by those who speak with authority in 
this field of studies. It appeared, therefore, to Messrs. 
Methuen that vol. iv. in Sir Flinders Petrie’s History of 
Egypt should be revised or re-written so as to correspond 
more nearly with the present state of knowledge, and Dr. 
Mahaffy being no longer here to remodel his own work, 
they placed the volume in my hands, asking me either to 
modify and expand it, or write another volume to replace it 
in the series. It was almost immediately evident to me that 
to insert bits of my own writing into a book by Mahaffy was 
out of the question. Mahaffy’s style is so fresh and personal 
that it would be like trying to insert into a living body new 
pieces of something different which it could not assimilate. 
There was no possible course but to write the whole story 
over again in my own way, bringing in occasionally phrases 
and paragraphs from Mahaffy’s book, where they seemed 
appropriate ; these I have put between inverted commas and 
distinguished by an M. One advantage of this course was 
that my new volume would so avoid any appearance of 
thrusting Mahaffy’s aside. Mahaffy’s work will still retain 
its individual value for students of Ptolemaic history. If 
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its statements and speculations may often have to be rejected 
in the light of more recent knowledge, the comments of his 
vigorous and realistic mind on the story, the living mode of 
presentation, will still probably twelve years hence make it 
worth while for students to turn back to Mahaffy’s History, 
when my volume, issued in 1927, will be as out of date as 
Mahaftfy’s is to-day. In the course of my book I have thought 
it right to note points on which Mahaffy seems definitely 
mistaken. That might give some readers the impression 
of a desire in the writer of the present volume to catch his 
predecessor out, which is far from my thoughts. If I oftener 
refer to Mahaffy’s work to correct it than to express my 
obligations to it, that is only because a reader may be trusted 
to learn for himself from Mahaffy where he is right, and has 
need to be cautioned only where further inquiry has shown 
Mahaffy to have been wrong. No one who works in this 
field can help feeling how much all scholars must owe to-day 
to the stimulus which a generation ago was given to the study 
of the Hellenistic age by Mahaffy’s vivid intelligence and 
large discursive erudition. 

‘To-day those who are drawn to Ptolemaic Egypt may take 
as the foundation of their studies the great work of Bouché- 
Leclercq, the Histowe des Lagides, in four volumes (1903 to 
1906), supplemented in some points by his later Histoire des 
Séleucides (1913-14). Bouché-Leclercq gives us an indis- 
pensable summary of the results of research concerning the 
two great Hellenistic kingdoms up to the date at which he 
wrote, illuminated by his own fine critical judgment, and as 
a man of letters who inherits the tradition of French historical 
prose, he tells the story in a way which makes it a delight, 
and not a weariness, to read him. For the special depart- 
ment of the papyri, and the knowledge they give us of life 
and government in Egypt under the Ptolemies, students 
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have as their fundamental text-book the Grundziige und 
Chrestomathie of Wilcken and Mitteis—the first volume, by 
Wilcken, giving a general exposition of papyrology and an 
account of the Ptolemaic system of government, the second 
volume by Mitteis dealing with law and justice. Ulrich 
Wilcken, one of the great scholars whom Germany has given 
the world in this generation, speaks with an authority which 
few other men possess, in anything which has to be with 
papyrological studies. The edition of the Ptolemaic papyri, 
chronologically arranged, which he is now bringing out, 
volume by volume (Urkunde der Ptolemderzeit), embodies 
the results of a lifetime devoted to this special field. For 
questions of chronology the book by Max. L. Strack, Die 
Dynastie der Ptolemder (1897), puts the data together so far 
as they were known twenty-nine years ago, and reference 
to this book is still essential in any further discussions of 
Ptolemaic chronology. Strack was one of the European 
scholars killed in the Great War. All the more important 
Greek inscriptions of Ptolemaic Egypt known twenty-one 
years ago were collected in Dittenberger’s Orientis Grace 
Inscriptiones. One of the most generally useful contributions 
to papyrological studies made in recent years is Schubart’s 
Einfiihrung in die Papyruskunde (1918); his Geschichte 
Agyptens von Alexander bis Mohammed (1922) gives a readable 
and graphic account for the general public, without references 
or notes. No attempt could be made here to give a list of all 
the other living scholars who have edited new-found papyri 
or elucidated particular questions connected with Ptolemaic 
Egypt ; those who desire a complete survey of papyrological 
literature may consult the bibliographies in the Grundziige 
or in Schubart’s Finfiihrung, and supplement them, for 
more recent publications, by the surveys which Mr. H. I. 
Bell contributes to the Fournal of Egyptian Archeology. One 
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may only notice that there is a very active school of papyro- 
logical studies in Italy with which the names of many young 
scholars of distinction are connected, whilst Italy has only 
just lost the veteran Giacomo Lumbroso, whose book, 
Recherches sur économie politique de l Egypte sous les Lagides, 
was published as long ago as 1870 ; that Russia is represented 
by a scholar of very great eminence, Michael Rostovtzeff, an 
exile from his country, because for men of this kind Bolshevik 
Russia offers no possible home; that America is worthily 
represented by the editor of the Zeno Papyri, C. C. Edgar ; and 
that, finally, England has made a contribution second to none 
in the extensive editions of papyri by Sir Frederick Kenyon, 
B. P. Grenfell, S. Hunt, J. G. Smyly, and H. I. Bell. 

One point—the attaching of numbers to the later Ptolemies 
—it may be as well to speak of here. The ancients did not 
habitually describe kings of the same name in a dynasty by 
numbers as we do—Edward the Seventh, etc. ‘The Roman 
numerals attached to the different Ptolemies are a device of 
modern scholars, and it will be found that my numbering is 
not the same as Mahaffy’s. A supposed elder brother of 
Ptolemy Philometor Mahaffy called Ptolemy VI., and the 
son of Ptolemy Philometor he called Ptolemy VIII. But the 
place in the dynasty of the two boy-kings who never really 
reigned, Ptolemy Eupator and Philopator Neos, has been 
very much debated; and I agree with Bouché-Leclercg that 
it is much the best plan to leave them out in the numbering, 
and go back to the old system which made Philometor 
Ptolemy VI., and Euergetes II. Ptolemy VII. This also 
incidentally agrees with the ancient reckoning ; for though 
the Greeks did not habitually designate Euergetes II. as 
“the Seventh,” Greek writers do sometimes refer to him 
as the seventh of the Ptolemies (Strabo, xvii. 795: Athenzus, 
iv. 184); Vv. 252e; xii. 549d). 
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It only remains for me to express my obligation to those 
who have helped me, and, in the first place, to the general 
editor of this History of Egypt, Sir Flinders Petrie, for 
the fullness with which he has given me light on points 
regarding which I consulted him, and the care with which 
he read through a rather untidy MS. The suggestions and 
criticisms which he made will be traceable in various foot- 
notes. Sir Flinders Petrie has given, in writings to which 
reference will be made, very valuable accounts of the organiza- 
tion of government and society in Pharaonic Egypt. To 
examine in detail how far the Ptolemaic system corresponded 
with the older Pharaonic system, and again, where corre- 
spondences are evident, to determine how far these were due 
to borrowing, and how far due to the necessities of life in 
Egypt, or of despotic government, independently creating 
similar forms, would be an inquiry outside the range of this 
small volume. It will be enough here to refer those who 
desire to pursue it to Sir Flinders Petrie’s authoritative 
exposition of the customs and institutions of Egypt in 
Pharaonic days. ‘The story of Egypt through the thousands 
of years during which it carried on its distinctive culture 
under native kings, and of its later struggles for independence, 
ultimately vain, against the power of Persia, Sir Flinders 
Petrie has told in the three previous volumes of this series. 
My volume takes up the story at the point when the Persian 
gave way to the Macedonian, and carries it up to the point 
where the Macedonian gave way to Rome. On certain points 
regarding hieroglyphic inscriptions I received valuable help 
from Mr. S. R. K. Glanville, whom I consulted during Sir 
Flinders Petrie’s absence abroad. To Mr. H. I. Bell I owe 
thanks for lending me various recent publications not yet to 
be had in the British Museum Reading-Room. I am especially 
grateful to Mr. G. F. Hill for not only advising me in regard 
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A HISTORY OF EGYPT 


UNDER THE PTOLEMAIC DYNASTY 


(CASINIP DBRS Tl 


ALEXANDER THE GREAT 


In the autumn of the year 332 B.c. an army of Macedonians 
and Greeks, numbering some 40,000 men, invaded Egypt. 
It was led by the young king of Macedonia, Alexander, who 
had gone forth two years before, Captain-General of the 
states of Hellas, to assail the huge Persian Empire. Before 
he reached Egypt he had defeated an army gathered by the 
Persian satraps on the river Granicus in Asia Minor and an 
army commanded by the Great King himself at Issus on 
the Syrian coast. By the autumn of 332 the Persian power 
had disappeared from the coast-lands of the Eastern Medi- 
terranean, except from Egypt. ‘There Mazakes still ruled 
as satrap in the name of the Great King (perhaps as the lieu- 
tenant of the satrap Sabakes who had left Egypt to join 
Darius at Issus). It was necessary for Alexander to obtain 
possession of Egypt, and perhaps of Cyrene, farther west, 
before he plunged into the countries of the East, because his 
enemies were still strong at sea, and he had no fleet with 
which. to counter them; the only plan which would secure 
his base would be for him to hold all the ports round the 
Eastern Mediterranean and leave the hostile fleets in the air 
with no place in which they could refit or provision. ‘Thus 
it was that the army of Ionians, as the Egyptians called the 
Greeks [in old Greek Jfaones, Persian Yavana, Hebrew 
Yavan], appeared in the old land of the Pharaohs. 

Greek soldiers were not an altogether unfamiliar sight to 
Egyptians. In the days of Herodotus, a. century before, 
Egyptians had looked upon Greeks as unclean foreigners, 
but in the interval there had come the national struggles 


I 
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against the Persian, in which native kings had had the help of 
forces sent by Greek states ; Egyptians and Greeks had fought 
side by side against the common foe. Only ten years before 
Alexander’s arrival, the last Pharaoh, whose Egyptian name 
the Greeks rendered as Nectanebo, had been overthrown 
and Persian rule restored. Thus the army of Alexander, 
coming in all the prestige of its recent astonishing victories, 
seemed to the Egyptians as strong friends and deliverers.* 
The struggle with Persia was still proceeding; Egyptians 
and Greeks were still natural allies. At that moment 
the Egyptians could hardly have realized that the Ionians came 
this time to Egypt not as allies, but as masters. They were 
coming to bring Egypt under a rule stronger and more durable 
than that of the Persians. After former invasions of foreign 
people, Hyksos and others, Egypt had again always in the 
end recovered its freedom and set up new dynasties of 
native Pharaohs, carrying on the immemorially old national 
tradition in government and culture and language ; but now 
there would never again, to the end of time, be a Pharaoh 
of native blood ruling beside the Nile. From the coming 
of Alexander, for a thousand years Egypt would be subject 
to alien rulers of Hellenistic civilization, Macedonian and 
Roman, and at the end of the thousand years, the Egypt 
which became part of the body of Islam would be a different 
Egypt, with another language, another social system, another 
religion. The gods whom for thousands of years the land 
of Egypt had worshipped as its own gods would have been 
forsaken for ever, buried in its dust. 

No foreboding of this can have troubled the Egyptians 
who in 332 hailed Alexander as a liberator. Persian rule 
in the country collapsed without fighting. The Persian 
garrison had been strong enough to crush a Greek adventurer 
called Amyntas, who fought on the Persian side at Issus, 
and after the battles had raided Egypt with 8000 men; 
possibly the natives had ultimately been turned against him 
by his plundering.? But there could be no question of 
opposing the army of Alexander. Mazakes, the acting satrap, 
ordered the towns of Egypt, beginning with Pelusium, to 


1 Oxy. I. 12, col. iv. : Oduuwmidds éxaroorh Swiexdry. . . Ta’rns Kara 
7d mp&rov Eros “AhéSavdpos 6 Pidlaou Tipoy efdev’ Kau Atyytrov tapédape 
éxoutiws atrov mpogbecauevav rOv évxwplwv dua 7d mpds Iépoas Ex Opov. 

a phat Te Aptyras dmobvycKke tro Tov éyxwpudv (Arrian, ii. 
13: 3). 
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open their gates to the conqueror. After putting a garrison 
in Pelusium, Alexander moved up the eastern arm of the 
Nile, first to Heliopolis and then to Memphis. According 
to Curtius, Mazakes delivered over to Alexander in Memphis 
800 talents and the goodly things of the King’s House. A 
Macedonian walked as king in the palace of Pharaoh. The 
Romance of Alexander, composed in Egypt, probably in the 
3rd century a.D., says that : 
Alexander actually went 
through the ceremony of en- 
thronement in the temple of 
Ptah at Memphis, according 
to the rites used in the case of 
the old Pharaohs. Mahaffy 
believed that this statement 
was a bit of tradition, pre- 
serving a historical fact. ‘The 
statement may be true, but 
one has to remember that 
the Romance was concocted 
partly in order to flatter 
Egyptian national feeling and ' 
represent Alexander as a true 
successor of the native kings. 
The writer invented or pro- 
pagated the story that Alex- 
ander was really the son of 
Nectanebo who, being a 


magician, had taken» the Fic. 2.—Alexander the Great 
form of a serpent in order From the bust in the Museo 
to have intercourse with Capitolino, Rome 


the wife of king Philip of 
Macedon. His statement about the enthronement at 
Memphis is likely to be an invention with a similar 
purpose. 
‘But there is good authority for saying that Alexander did 
show conspicuous honour to the gods of the land. His con- 
duct was a contrast to that of the Persian conquerors, who 
had outraged native feeling by killing the sacred Apis bull. 
Alexander on his arrival at Memphis offered sacrifice to 
the sacred bull and the other national deities. The religion 
of the Persians, like that of the Hebrews, made them regard 
the idolatrous worships of other peoples with contempt ; 
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but the Greeks, however superior they might believe their 
culture to be to that of the barbarians, felt a strange awe in 
the presence of traditions as old as the Egyptian. ‘They were 
accustomed to think of Egypt as a land of marvels. Verses 
of Homer, which ran in their minds from childhood, connected 
Egypt with the heroic age of long ago. ‘The immense an- 
tiquity, the vast imposing monuments and temples, the 
spectacle of an ancient order of life going on, enigmatic 
and eccentric in many of its features, the peculiar aspect and 
charm of the land fed by the mysterious Nile—all this had 
filled the idea of Egypt with a unique body of associations 
for the Greeks. And now they found themselves in this 
wonderful land, amongst its pylons and groves of palm, a 
land which to their fathers had always been something far off 
and strange, as the masters of it. Alexander offered sacrifice 
to the Egyptian gods, but he did not forget that he was a 
champion of Hellenic culture. At Memphis he also held a 
gymnastic and musical festival in the Greek manner. Some 
of the most renowned musicians and actors of the Greek 
world took part in the competitions. How did they happen 
to be on the spot, miles up the Nile, just at the right moment ? 
Niese, arguing that they must have been invited some time 
beforehand, supposed that their presence here was a proof 
that Alexander had privately arranged with Mazakes for the 
surrender of Egypt before ever he began his invasion ; 
Mahaffy thought that the Greek artists had gone to Egypt 
on the chance, and had perhaps had “a little acting season 
at Naucratis, among their Greek friends,” so as to be ready 
at hand if Alexander wanted them. We may draw to any 
extent on our imagination, but we shall never know. 

The thing of most enduring importance which Alexander 
did in Egypt was the founding of Alexandria. In the summer 
of 332 Alexander had taken and destroyed the great commercial 
port of the Eastern Mediterranean, Tyre. He may have 
desired to create a new port in Egypt—a ‘‘ Macedonian 
Tyre ’—which would take the place in world commerce, 
and more than the place, which Tyre had taken.1_ He chose 
a site some forty miles from the old Greek city of Egypt, 
Naucratis, communicating with the interior by the Canopic 
branch of the Nile. 

“As for the site of the city, it has often been pointed out 
why wretched little Egyptian Rhacotis was selected to be 

1D. G. Hogarth, “ Alexander in Egypt,” $.£.A. ii. (1915), p. 55. 
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transformed into a world capital. The Canopic mouth of the 
Nile had long served for the comparatively little sea-borne 
commerce with the alien Levant, which Egypt had hitherto 
had. Of the other mouths the Pelusiac alone remained open 
to anything much larger than a fishing-boat. Even the 
Canopic had a dangerous bar. If merchant ships might 
enter, it offered nevertheless 
a good port to the Mace- 
donian war-fleets, which 
must henceforth keep the 
Levant. Entry, exit, con- 
ditions ashore, which made 
for neither health nor 
security, were all against 
it. But at Rhacotis, a few 
miles west, Alexander found 
a dry limestone site, raised 
above the Delta level, within 
easy reach of drinkable and 
navigable inland water by a 
canal to be taken off the Nile, 
not seriously affected by the 
Canopic silt which the point 
of Abukir directs seaward, 
and covered by an island 


which, if joined to the main- Fic. 3.—Alexander the Great 
land by a mole, would S1V€ From the bust in the Museum at 
alternative harbours against Alexandria 


the sea-winds, blow they 
whence they might. It was the one possible situation in 
Egypt for a healthy open port to be used by Macedonian 
sea-going fleets, and particularly by warships, already 
tending, at that epoch, to increase their tonnage and their 
draught.” 1 

Strabo gives us to understand that the site, when Alexander 
found it, was occupied only by a fishing village. ‘‘ The 
former kings of Egypt, content with home produce and not 
desirous of imports, and thus opposed to foreigners, and 
especially to Greeks (for these were pillagers and covetous of 
foreign land, because of the scantiness of their own), estab- 
lished a military post at this spot, to keep off intruders, and 
gave to the soldiers as their habitation what was called 

1 Hogarth, loc. cit. 
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Rhacotis, which is now the part of Alexandria above 
the dockyards, but was then a village. The country 
lying around this spot they entrusted to herdsmen, who 
themselves also should be able to keep off strangers ” 1— 
“herdsmen ” (Bovx«oAor), a wild and formidable breed, them- 
selves a kind of brigands, if we may go by the Romance of 
Heliodorus. 

In front of the site chosen by Alexander, about a mile out 
to sea, lay the island called by the Greeks Pharos, some three 
miles long, constituted by what had once been a line of 
separate islands. Homer had spoken of it as a place where 
seals came to lie on the beach, and said that it had a good 
harbour. But it has been supposed that, when Alexander 
examined the coast, Pharos was little more than a habitation 
of native fishermen, and that it was Alexander and his suc- 
cessors of the house of Ptolemy who first created a great port 
for world commerce at this spot. Recently, however, the 
researches of Monsieur Gaston Jondet, Engineer-in-Chief 
of the Ports and Lighthouses of Egypt, has given history 
a new and sensational problem. For he has discovered under 
the sea, reaching in some places to a quarter of a mile beyond 
what was in ancient times the island of Pharos, the remains of 
large and massive harbour-works, moles, and quays; and it is 
still a question whether they were part of Greek Alexandria 
or whether they were works of a far earlier age, abandoned 
and fallen into ruins long before Alexander passed that way. 
Monsieur Jondet himself is disposed to think that the sub- 
merged harbour was made by the great Rameses as a defence 
against the marauding peoples of the sea. ‘“‘ The mass of 
material used is colossal, as in all the Pharaonic buildings ; 
its transport and construction must have presented graver 
difficulties than the piling up of the stones which form the 
great pyramids.” ? A French scholar, Monsieur Raymond 
Weill, has advanced the theory that the works in 
question are a relic of the Cretan sea-power in the second 
millennium B.c., which held at some time or other, so he 
supposes, this bit of the Egyptian coast.? It seems wise to 


1 Strabo, xvii. 792. 

* Gaston Jondet, ‘‘ Les Ports submergés de l’ancienne Ile de 
Pharos ” (Memoires présentes a l'Institut Egyptien, vol. ix., Cairo, 1916). 

°“ Les Ports antéhelleniques de la céte d’Alexandrie, et l’empire 


ee ” (Bull. deV Institut francais d’archéologie orientale (1919), tome 
Xvi.). 
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suspend judgment till a more thorough examination of the 
works has taken place. In any case, the submersion of 
these works is due to the soil in this region sinking 
suddenly, either in consequence of a seismic disturbance 
or from a simple subsidence at some moment of the 
alluvial soil. 

A subsidence of the soil of Alexandria generally to an 
extent of at least 74 feet has taken place since Graeco-Roman 
times, and the remains of the city of Alexander and the 
Ptolemies probably are now for the most part buried below 
the water level.2_ This has made it harder then ever for 
archeology to reconstruct a picture of the ancient Alexandria. 
We know that Alexander laid out his city on the straight 
rectangular plan which had 
been brought into fashion for 
new cities by Hippodamus 
of Miletus a century before. 
The architect employed by 
Alexander was  Dinocrates, 
according to the Romance, 
a Rhodian.? The city, as 
he planned it, formed an 
extended oblong along the 
neck of land between Lake 
Mareotis and the sea. The 
foundation fedst of the city : 
was afterwards kept on the 4, 4 Coin of Alexander the 
25th of Tybi, and it was Great 
therefore perhaps about 
January 20, in the year 331, that the actual ceremony of 
foundation took place. Legend afterwards told how the 
architects had marked the lines of the city for Alexander’s 
inspection with white meal taken from the rations of the 
army, and found an omen for the city’s future greatness in 
what took place at the first tracing of it upon the ground, 


eas 


1 Sir Flinders Petrie writes to me: “‘ The submerged harbour may 
well be all Ptolemaic. There has been a large drop. The catacomb 
is 9 feet under water, and it must have been well over sea-level to 
avoid damp, say 15 feet higher or more. This is, however, only 
part of the tale; the shore has been 20 feet lower still, and then 
risen, like Puteoli, to its present level.” 

2 Breccia, Alexandrea ad AEgyptum, pp. 66, 67. ‘ 

Vitruvius says a Macedonian, but on questions of the local history 
of Alexandria, the Romance is the better authority. 
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though we are given two different and contradictory forms 
of the story. 

The original citizen-body of Alexandria must have con- 
sisted of Macedonians and Greeks; how Alexander got 
together the families which constituted the first nucleus, we 
do not know. Natives later on formed a considerable pro- 
portion of the population of the city, though they did not 
belong to the privileged citizen-body. A story to which we 
shall presently refer says that a large number of Egyptians 
from the neighbouring Canopus were compelled to migrate 
to the new city. Although the Jewish element in Alexandria 
was large a few generations later, it is very questionable 
whether the statements of Josephus about Alexander encourag- 
ing the Jews especially to settle in Alexandria and giving them 
citizen-rights there are true. There was no reason why 
Alexander should be interested specially in the Jews. ‘The 
Jews were not in those days what they afterwards became— 
a people connected to a pre-eminent degree with trade and 
finance. “We are not a commercial people,’ Josephus 
could still write in the 1st century A.D. (c. Apion, 1. § 60). 

The other event, beside the foundation of Alexandria, 
which stands out in connexion with Alexander’s winter 
residence in Egypt, is his visit to the Temple of Ammon—as 
the Greeks called Amen—in the Oasis now called Siwah. 
The first problem connected with it is why Alexander should 
have chosen, when in Egypt itself there were ancient and 
magnificent temples of Amen, to make a journey across the 
desert to the “ lone and distant temple in the palm-groves of 
Siwah,” fifteen to twenty days’ journey from the Nile Valley. 
It seems a sufficient reason that the oracle of Amen in this 
oasis had had for many generations a peculiar prestige in 
the Greek world. Croesus had consulted it, as well as the 
principal Greek oracles in the 6th century. Pindar had 
composed a hymn to Ammon. We hear of Greeks—Eleans, 

* According to one form of the story (Arrian, Strabo), the architects 
intended to mark the lines in the normal way with white earth, 
but had no adequate supply, and therefore drew upon the soldiers’ 
rations of white meal. The omen consisted in the fact that the 
architects were driven unexpectedly to use meal. According to the 
other form of the story (Curtius, the Romance), the architects in- 
tended all along to use meal ; it was the regular Macedonian custom 
to do so, when cities were founded (Curtius)—an assertion obviously 
incompatible with the other form of the story—and the omen con- 


sisted in the fact that birds flew down and devoured the meal. The 
birds do not come in at all in the first form of the story. 
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Spartans, Athenians—sending embassies to the shrine, to 
procure oracular advice, in the days before Alexander. 
Euripides speaks of the ‘‘ rainless seat of Ammon ” as of a 
place familiar to the Greeks, a place to which people in 
need of divine counsel might naturally go. 

Greek legend asserted that Perseus and Herakles had gone 
to consult Ammon before their great enterprises. Callisthenes, 
who was, later on if not now, in Alexander’s entourage, 
affirmed that the thought of these two heroes had been 
one of the chief motives which prompted Alexander to make 
his journey.t It might be naive to posit such a motive in the 
case of a modern practical man, but it is thoroughly in accord- 
ance with the temperament of Alexander. There is certainly 
a problem here; but the problem is not 


why Alexander in particular wanted to 

consult the ram-headed god, but why nS iN 
25 
= 


this shrine, so far out of the world and so 
difficult of access, had ever become a place 


to which Greeks resorted. HES Hare 
It is plain that the prestige of Ammon maaan = 
in the Greek world had to do with the rt || IS 


growth of the Greek colony, Cyrene, on 
the African coast. For whilst Cyrene 
maintained constant commercial relations SU eny ise net 
with the other Greek states of the pM nega ibe 
Mediterranean, from Cyrene coasting 
vessels easily would reach Parztonium about 345 miles east- 
wards, and from Paretonium a comparatively easy caravan-road 
goes from the coast inland over the desert to Siwah, a journey 
of some seven days by camel. The Cyrenzans would thus 
have been the intermediaries between the shrine of Ammon 
and the Greek world, and the road running up from Pare- 
tonium the ordinary road by which Greeks reached the 
shrine. It is noteworthy that Herodotus gets his information 
about Siwah from Cyrenzans who have been there.?_ And 
this would explain another problem about the expedition of 
Alexander, why he went to Siwah by way of Paretonium and 
not across the Nitrian desert—the more direct way, as 
Mahaffy points out, from Egypt. Mr. Hogarth supposes 
that Alexander was at Pareetonium, because he was marching 
from Egypt to get possession of Cyrene, but that, being met 

1 Strabo, xvii. 814. 

2'The Cyrenzan Theodorus in Plato (Polit. 257) speaks of Ammon 
as ‘our god.” 
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there by the Cyrenean envoys, who brought him some 
hundreds of fine horses as a token of the submission of their 
state, he held it unnecessary to proceed, and, instead, struck 
inland to visit Ammon. No ancient authority, however, 
says anything about an expedition to conquer Cyrene. Even 
the statement about the Cyrenean envoys is not found in 
Arrian, and perhaps goes back to Clitarchus, from whom 
Diodorus and Curtius largely draw—an untrustworthy 
authority. Mahaffy so far believed the statement as to 
suppose that Cyrenzean envoys really did meet Alexander ; 
he conjectured, however, that what they offered was not 
horses, but guides to Siwah.t 

This march across the desert sands to Siwah was accom- 
panied, according to all the ancient books, by various 
miraculous circumstances. An unwonted downpour of rain 
came to relieve Alexander’s company in the extremities of 
thirst. Two crows flew by short flights ahead of the com- 
pany to show them the way, obliterated as it was by the 
shifting sand. Two serpents went before them, “ uttering 
a voice.”’ It is certain that these stories were told by people 
who had actually been with Alexander in the East. The 
most staggering one, that of the two serpents, stands upon 
the authority of Ptolemy, the son of Lagus, who, if he did not 
himself accompany the expedition (we are not told whether 
he did or not), must have been at any rate for years in daily 
contact with people who had; and we know that Ptolemy’s 
history of Alexander was distinguished generally for its sober 
veracity. Rationalization of the stories is really easy enough. 
Rain still occurs, as a rare phenomenon, in this region. Crows 
and snakes might not impossibly be met with in the desert ; 
a company marching through the solitude startles any 


animals which may be about, and these naturally flee in front 
of the advancing column.’ 


* Mahaffy created, in connexion with this expedition, one problem 
which is not there. He wrote: “‘ It is more interesting to note that 
none of our authorities makes any mention of the use of camels in 
this journey,” and he explains this strange omission by the hypothesis 
that camels were not yet domesticated in Egypt. He had overlooked 
Curtius, iv. 7,12: Aqua etiam defecerat, quam utribus cameli vexerant. 

* Maspero quotes an odd coincidence from the account of a nine- 
teenth-century traveller, Bayle St. John, who visited Siwah in 1847. 
He and his companions had temporarily lost the track in the desert. 
““ While in this state of suspense we saw two crows wheeling in the 
air for some time, and then taking a south-west direction. Had we 
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A more or less true picture of the Oasis of the Oracle of 
Ammon, as it was in those days, may be made out by combining 
what we are told by ancient authors (the fullest account is to 
be found in Diodorus, xvii. 50) with the data furnished by 
Siwah to-day.t There are two principal villages, Siwah and 
Aghurmi, two miles apart, huddled upon two isolated rocks 
which stand up over the surrounding expanse of palm-groves 
and olive-yards. It is at Aghurmi that the remains of the 
temple of Amen are to be found. Below the rock, a few 
hundred yards to the south, there are remains of another 
smaller temple (called by the present natives Ummebeida). 
The remains are said to indicate that both temples had been 

rebuilt during the days of Persian rule in Egypt. With 
regard to the temple of Amen “ one can still mark, near the 
ancient Fountain of the Sun, the line of a wall of squared 
stones, forming a rectangular enclosure of about 50 yards 
by 48. The temple itself comprised different courts and 
halls, with or without columns, now completely in ruins ; 
then came, at the extremity of the chief quadrangle, the 
shrine. ‘The two chambers which once adjoined it have dis- 
appeared, and it is barely possible to make out the position 
of the doots which gave admission to them ; but of the door 
of the shrine itself, and of the front portion of it, considerable 
remains are left. It was a chamber about 30 feet long, 10 to 
13 broad, covered in with enormous blocks, of which several 
are still in place, ornamented with at least three rows of 
writing and imagery. . . . There Amen dwelt in the darkness, 
and his sacred bark rested upon an altar, or rather a cube of 
stone or wood, in the middle of the chamber. ‘The classical 
historians describe the bark as being ‘ of gold’; that means 
it was of wood, covered with plates of gold. Its length must 
have come short of the, length of the shrine by some 7 or 8 
feet. One can imagine it by looking at the bas-reliefs of 


been in an age of superstition, we should have considered this a 
sufficient indication, and have followed these kind guides, the 
descendants possibly of the birds which, on a similar occasion, and 
very near, says tradition, the point at which we had arrived, extricated 
Alexander the Great from the horrors of the pathless wilderness. 
Had we obeyed the augury we should not have gone wrong ; but we 
did not yield to the suggestions of our imaginations, and waited for 
the return of Wahsa [the guide], who had certainly taken the best 
method of repairing his mistake” (Adventures in the Libyan Desert 
(1849), p. 69). 
1See C. D. Belgrave, Siwah (1923), 
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Luxor or Karnak, where the barks of the Theban Amen are 
depicted, with their thin high build, their prows and poops 
decorated with rams’ heads, their crew of gods, their cargo 
of offerings, their naos half-curtained by a white veil and 
enshrining the image within its slight walls. The image, 
Callisthenes tells us, was a mass of emeralds and other 
precious stones. We must conceive it like one of those com- 
posite idols mentioned, for example, at Denderah, the body 
of which was made up of different substances, ordinarily 
fitted together on a framework of wood or bronze. The 
emerald in question was certainly not our emerald, but one 
or other of the numerous stones which the Egyptians classed 
together under the term mafkat—chiefly green feldspar, the 
root of emerald, very largely used during the Saite epoch. 
Like all prophetic images, this one, too, was constructed so as 
to be able to make a limited number of gestures, move its 
head, wave its arms or hands. A priest pulled the string, 
which made the image move, and uttered the oracle. Every 
one knew him, and nobody charged him with any sort of 
fraud. He was the instrument of the god—an unconscious 
instrument. At a definite moment the spirit seized him ; 
he made the image work, and moved his own lips; he lent his 
hands and his voice, but it was the god who impelled his 
actions and inspired his words.” ? 

As to what happened when Alexander came to the shrine 
of Ammon, the account given by Callisthenes was as follows : 

“The king alone was suffered by the priest to enter the 
temple in his ordinary dress; his retinue were compelled 
to change their clothes. All except Alexander stood outside 
to listen to the delivery of the oracle, Alexander alone inside. 
Oracles are here not given, as at Delphi and Branchidz, in 
words, but for the most part by gestures and symbols . 
the ‘ prophet’ assuming the character of Zeus [#.e. of Amen]. 
This, however, was said distinctly in words by the prophet 
to the king—that he, Alexander, was the son of Zeus.” 3 

In later forms of the story, which come through Clitarchus, 
it has been expanded and embellished. Alexander asks 


+ Sir Flinders Petrie writes: “‘ Mafkat is only malachite ; mafkat 
neshau, ‘imperfect mafkat,’ is green feldspar ; emerald was wholly 
unknown till Greek times, as likewise ‘ root of emerald ’ or beryl.” 

* Maspero, Etudes de Mythologie et d’ Archéologie Egyptiennes, vol. 
Wily (Ca), 1s yaa ; 

3 Strabo, xvil. 814. 
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whether the god, his father, will grant him the dominion over 
the whole earth, and receives the answer that the god will 
surely do so. He asks further whether all those impli- 
cated in the murder of his father, Philip, have now been 
punished, and the prophet cries out that the question is 
impious, because his father (the god) cannot be hurt. This 
elaboration of the story may be part of the growth of the 
Alexander myth, which began even before Alexander was 
dead. Onthe other hand, it seems certain that when Alexander 
put forward instructions received from Ammon to explain 
why he offered sacrifice in India to a particular group of gods,! 
such instructions had really been given by the oracle. It may 
still remain a question whether the instructions were given on 
the occasion of Alexander’s historic visit to the shrine, or 
whether they had been received later through envoys, since we 
know, in connexion with the apotheosis of Hephestion, that 
Alexander continued to consult the god by envoys in later years. 

There is no reason to doubt that Alexander was really 
hailed by the priest of Ammon as a son of the Supreme God. 
It is now, however, generally recognized that this was common 
form in the case of a king of Egypt.2 All the Pharaohs since 
the second millennium had been officially sons of Amen-Ra. 
According to established formulas, Amen gave to his royal 
sons “‘ the heads of all living,” “‘ all countries, all peoples,’ 
“all the lands as far as the circuit of the sun.” Mr. Tarn 
may be right in thinking that Alexander did not go through 
“the ritual,” if by that is meant the particular ceremony 
by which native Pharaohs had been instituted, but he can 
obviously not have consulted the oracle without going through 
some ritual; and such ritual, where priests of Amen were 
receiving one who came to them in the character of king of 
Egypt, would almost necessarily have included formulas 
which attributed to the reigning Pharaoh divine sonship 
and universal dominion. 

The remarkable thing is not that Alexander should have been 
called a son of Amen by Egyptian priests, but that this par- 
ticular utterance should have been laid hold of by the Greeks, 
and probably by Alexander himself, and insisted upon with 
apparent seriousness before the whole world. Alexander 
“continued,” as Mr. Hogarth says,® to be son of Amen “ in 
lands with which Amen had nothing to do... . It is not 


1 Arrian, Vi. 19+ 4. 2 See W. W. Tarn in ¥.H.S. xli. (1921), p. 2. 
SB .A. i. (1915), Ps 30% 
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clear that the usage of Middle Asiatic religions offered either 
means or precedents of nearly so literal and satisfactory a 
sort as did the usage of Egypt for affiliating the mortal 
sovereign to a supreme deity.1 But what is certain is this— 
that so far as his own followers imputed divinity in honour 
to him while he was on the march, and so far as his Greek 
and other critics imputed it in ridicule, it continued to be 
expressed as sonship of Ammon. After his death the 
apotheosis of him, which his successors promoted for their 
own ends, whether in Asia Minor or in Syria or in Babylon, 
was from first to last as a divinity in the Egyptian, not in any 
Asiatic, pantheon. For the benefit of Greeks or Philhellenic 
princes he might appear on coins with the attributes of a 
hero, such as Herakles ; but, if he was to be a full god, the 
ram-horns of Ammon must protrude from his beautiful 
hair. . . . It is as ‘ Dhulkarnein’ the Two-horned that he 
has passed from pre-Islamic folklore into the Koran, and out 
of it again into the pseudo-history of half Asia and much 
Africa. These facts, more than any other evidence, dispose 
me to think that Alexander himself insisted on his sonship 
of Ammon, after he left Egypt, and imposed it as a cult with 
greater or less effect wherever he went.” 

From Siwah, Alexander and his company returned to 
Egypt, according to Ptolemy, by the direct way across the 
Nitrian desert to Memphis. Aristobulus said he returned 
as he came by Parztonium, but Ptolemy is here the better 
authority. At Memphis, Alexander was busy receiving 
embassies from the Greek states and reinforcements from 
Macedonia. ‘The children of the land saw once more the 
culture of their new masters displayed in a great musical 
and gymnastic festival, and a sacrifice was offered to Zeus 
the King, no doubt in Hellenic fashion. Yet we know that 
in some way this god, with his Greek name and Greek ritual, 
was regarded by the Greeks as identical with the Egyptian 
Amen, of whom Alexander had just been declared the son. 

In the spring of 331—it cannot have been more than a 
month or two at most after Alexander’s return from Siwah— 
he left Egypt to attack the Persian king in Mesopotamia. His 
corpse was destined to return one day to Egypt, but he himself 
never. He had probably not seen much of the Nile Valley 
above Memphis, though the Macedonian effective occupation 


1 The Persians do not seem (although Eschylus thought they did) 
to have regarded the Great King as a god or the son of a god. 
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extended at any rate as far as the first cataract, since we hear 
of Alexander sending Apollonides of Chios (a Greek who 
had joined the Persians and had been captured by Alexander’s 
forces) to be interned at Elephantine.! 

Egypt was left solidly organized as a province of the new 
Macedonian empire. ‘‘ He made two Egyptians nomarchs 2 
of [all] Egypt, Doloaspis and Peteesis,? and divided the 
country between them ; but when Peteesis presently resigned, 
Doloaspis undertook the whole charge. As commanders of 
the Macedonian garrisons (phriirarchoi ton hetairén) he 
appointed Pantaleon of Pydna at Memphis, and Polemo of 
Pella at Pelusium; as general of the mercenaries, Lucidas 
the /Etolian ; as secretary (grammateus) of the mercenaries, 
Eugnostus son of Xenophantus, one of the ‘ Companions ’ 
(hetairoi) ; as overseers over them (episkopo7), Aschylus and 
Ephippus of Chalcis. Governor of the adjacent Libya he 
made Apollonius son of Charinus, of Arabia about Heroénpolis, 
Cleomenes of Naucratis, and him he directed to permit the 
[native] nomarchs to control their nomes according to estab- 
lished and ancient custom, but to obtain from them their 
taxes, which they were ordered to pay to him. He made 
Peucestas and Balacrus [two of his noblest Macedonians] 
generals of the [whole] army he left in Egypt, and Polemo 
the son of Theramenes admiral. . . . He is said to have 
divided the government of Egypt into many hands, because 
he was surprised at the nature and [military] strength of the 
country, so that he did not consider it safe to let one man 
undertake the sole charge of it.”” 4 

We have here the sketch of an organization, of which we 
are unable to fill in the details. It was destined to be of very 
short duration. Even during Alexander’s time, the effective 
control of the country seems to have been soon gathered into 
his hands by one man, the Greek, Cleomenes of Naucratis, 
who had become a citizen of the new Alexandria, and the 
system as devised by Alexander must have lost reality, if it 


1 Arrian, iii. 2, 7. 

2 It may be questioned whether Arrian is right in giving the title of 
nomarch to persons whose authority extends over the whole of Upper 
or Lower Egypt. See Holwein, Musée Belge, xxviii. (1924), p. 125 f. 

3“'The Greek text gives Petisis, but the true form is found 
frequently in papyri, and means gift of Isis—in fact, the Greek name, 
Isidorus. Doloaspis is not known to me as an Egyptian name, and 
is probably Persian ” (Sir F. Petrie). 

ST ATHAti, tit.) 5. 
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was not definitely abandoned. When a new system was 
contrived by Alexander’s successors of the house of Ptolemy, 
it was on other lines. So far as we can see the principle of 
Alexander’s arrangement from Arrian’s summary description, 
it was one of elaborate checks. Even the supreme military 
command is divided between Peucestas and _ Balacrus. 
Cleomenes is to receive the taxes, but their collection is to be 
left in the hands of native nomarchs. The high position 
given in Alexander’s arrangement to two native Egyptians is 
a feature not reproduced under the house of Ptolemy till 
the later days of the dynasty. Cleomenes was apparently 
clever enough to use his power of financial control to wrest 
the real power to himself. He seems soon to have gained a 
reputation in the Greek world for dishonesty and extortion. 
He was unpopular at Athens because the effect of his measures 
was to raise the price of corn. Instances of his drastic 
modes of raising money are given in the work on Economics 
which goes (wrongly) under the name of Aristotle. 
‘““Cleomenes the Alexandrine, satrap of Egypt, when a 
severe famine occurred in the neighbouring countries, but in 
Egypt only to a small extent, forbade the exportation of corn. 
But when the nomarchs complained that they were unable 
to pay their tribute, owing to this regulation, he allowed the 
export, but put so high a price upon it that for a small 
quantity exported, he obtained a large sum of money, besides 
getting rid of the excuse made by the nomarchs. Again, as 
he was going by water through the nome where the crocodile 
is a god, one of his slaves was carried off by a crocodile ; 
so, calling the priests together, he said he must have revenge 
for this wanton attack, and ordered a crocodile hunt to be set 
on foot. ‘Thereupon the priests, in order that their god might 
not be brought into contempt, collected all the gold they 
could and gave it to him and so appeased him. Again, when 
Alexander directed him to found a city at Pharos [Alexandria] 
and to remove the trade-mart of Canopus thither, he went to 
Canopus and told all the priests and wealthy people that he 
had come for the purpose of moving them out. They, there- 
fore, collected a large sum of money, which they gave him, 
in order to keep their mart. He departed with this, but, 
after a while, when everything was ready for building opera- 
tions on the new city to begin, he came again and asked them 
for a still larger sum, declaring that he estimated the difference 
* Demosthenes, Against Dionysodorus. 
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of the mart being there or at Alexandria at this figure. And 
when they said they could not pay it, he transferred them all 
to the new city. . . . Again, when corn was selling at ro 
drachmas [the medimnus] he called together the peasants 
(rovs épyafopévovs) and asked them on what terms they would 
work for him; they said they would do so at a cheaper 
rate than that at which they sold to the merchants. ‘Then 
he told them to sell to him at the same price as to the rest, 
but fixed the price of corn at 32 drachmas, and sold at this 
rate. [This seems to mean that he got rid of the middlemen, 
and so made all the profit himself for the Crown.—M_] 
Again, having called together the priests, he told them that 
the expenses of religion in the country were extravagant, and 
that a certain number of temples and priests must be abolished. 
Then the priests offered him money, both privately and from 
their temple funds, as they thought he was really going to 
reduce them, and each wanted to preserve his own temple 
and his own priesthood.” [If this argument meant, either 
you must sacrifice some of your endowments or give a large 
contribution to the Crown, then any one who knows the 
enormous wealth of the old Egyptian priesthood will hardly 
quarrel with Cleomenes.—M.| 

How far Cleomenes really deserved his evil reputation, 
it is not possible now to say. It is always easy by a slight 
twist of the facts to represent any drastic fiscal administration 
as unjust and oppressive, and it was the interest obviously of 
the house of Ptolemy later on to have the memory of Cleomenes 
blackened. Alexander, we know, would not remove him. 
Arrian quotes from a supposed letter of Alexander to Cleo- 
menes, in which he says: “If I find the temples in Egypt 
and the heroon of Hephestion well appointed, I shall condone 
your former transgressions ; and whatever wrong you may do 
hereafter, you shall suffer nothing disagreeable at my hands.” 
But Mahafty has pointed out that the letter cannot be genuine, 
because it mentions the Pharos lighthouse, not constructed 
till many years after Alexander’s death. It is possible, of 
course, that Cleomenes did contrive to keep in Alexander’s 
good graces by showing zeal in the things which Alexander 
specially cared about, such as the development of Alexandria 
and the cult of Hephestion. It is worth noting that Cleo- 
menes is specially connected with the founding of Alexandria 
in the Romance—that is, in local Alexandrine tradition, some 
three or four centuries later. 
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PTOLEMY I. (SOTER) (SATRAP OF EGYPT, 323-305 ; 
KING OF EGYPT, 305 To 283-282 B.c.) 


In June 323 Alexander, having created a Macedonian Empire 
over the whole extent of the old Persian Empire and more, 
died suddenly in Babylon. About five months later, one 
of his marshals, Ptolemy, the son of Lagus, appeared in 
Egypt as the satrap appointed by the new Macedonian king, 
Philip Arrhidzus. ‘The new king was a feeble-minded half- 
brother of Alexander’s, and the real power was in the hands 
of the great Macedonian chiefs who had served under Alex- 
ander, especially in that of Perdiccas, whose precise office, if 
it is somewhat obscure to modern scholars, was perhaps 
already a matter of controversy amongst the great chiefs 
themselves in the confused struggle of those days which 
followed the great conqueror’s abrupt removal. It is plain 
that Perdiccas was determined to act as supreme regent of 
the empire, and that he was the most powerful person in 
Babylon, when an agreement was come to amongst the chiefs 
assembled there for a fresh assignment of the satrapies. In 
that moment of doubt and confusion, Ptolemy saw quickly 
and decidedly the thing he wanted for himself—Egypt. 
Perdiccas, or the council of chiefs, gave him, in the imbecile 
king’s name, the appointment he desired, and Ptolemy with- 
drew as speedily as he could to a safe position outside the 
mellay he foresaw. ‘‘ There must have been a bargain 
between Perdiccas and Ptolemy ; Ptolemy’s price for recog- 
nizing Perdiccas was Egypt and the appointment of Arrhidzeus 
[a Macedonian chief, not the king] to control the funeral 
arrangements.” } 

According to a statement in Diodorus,? it had been settled, 


1W. W. Tarn, 7.H.S. xli. (1921), p. 5. This article is important 
for the question of the office held by Perdiccas. 
* Mr. Varn thinks that the statement is derived from Clitarchus, 
and untrustworthy. 
18 
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amongst other things, by the Macedonian chiefs in Babylon 
‘that the body of Alexander should be buried in the temple 
of his Divine Father in the Oasis of Siwah. Arrhidzeus, one of 
their number, was at any rate commissioned to construct a 
funeral car and arrange a cortége of unprecedented magnifi- 
cence, and it seems quickly to have occurred to Ptolemy that 
it would add immensely to the prestige of the principality 
he already in imagination designed for himself in Egypt, 
if it possessed, as a fetish of extraordinary power over the 
minds of men, the body of the great Macedonian hero. The 
most natural place in which to bury Alexander would have 
been the royal city of the Macedonian kings, A‘ge, in the 
homeland of the dynasty, and possibly this, and not burial 
in the Oasis, had been the original plan. At any rate, this 
sooner or later became the plan of Perdiccas. But Ptolemy 
forestalled him. When Perdiccas was in Asia Minor, 
Arrhidzus, acting on an understanding with Ptolemy, set 
out from Babylon with the funeral cortege on the road to 
Egypt. If the body were to be taken to Siwah, it would in 
any case (unless it went to Paretonium by sea) have to go 
first to Memphis; it is likely that Arrhidzus, on leaving 
Babylon, gave out the Oasis as his destination. Ptolemy 
met the cortege in Syria with a powerful escort, and took 
control. When it reached Memphis, it proceeded no farther 
towards the Oasis. Whether Ptolemy had already deter- 
mined that Alexandria should be Alexander’s ultimate 
resting-place, we do not know. Pausanias says that the body 
remained at Memphis till it was transferred to Alexandria 
by Ptolemy’s son, some forty years later.1 

Diodorus,? Strabo,3 and other ancient authorities say that 
it was the first Ptolemy himself who placed Alexander’s 
body in the Sema at Alexandria, where it still was in Roman 
times. Possibly this is the truth, and the fact behind the 
statement of Pausanias would then be simply that the body 
reposed for some years at Memphis, till the sepulchre at 
Alexandria was ready for it. The regular road from Syria 
to Alexandria went, as Mahaffy pointed out, not across the 
Delta, but by way of Memphis. But Pausanias gives it so 
definitely as one of the evil deeds of Ptolemy II. that he 


1 That the body was in the first instance deposited at Memphis is 
confirmed by a fragment of the Parian Marble (Athen. Mittheil. xxii. 


(1897), p. 187). aire 
*xviii. p. 28. OSavglite 1)5 Voy 
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brought the body from its resting-place in Memphis to 
Alexandria, that he may have been going upon some good 
historical authority. In any case, there is proof of a 
state-cult, whose priest serves to determine the year in the 
dating of documents all over the kingdom, under Ptolemy I. 
The priesthood is held in two documents by the king’s 
brother Menelaus, and since, later on, the eponymous priest 
of the state-cult is the priest of Alexander, it is probable 
(though not stated) that Menelaus was priest of Alexander. 
If so, the cult may originally have centred in a temple-sepulchre 
of Alexander at Memphis, and been afterwards transferred by 
Ptolemy II. to the Sema at Alexandria.1 


Fic. 6.—Granite Shrine of Philip Arrhidzeus (Luxor) 


The Macedonian chieftain, bearing the Greek name of 
Ptolemaios,? who came to Egypt in 323 as its new ruler, was 
the son of a certain Lagus (Lagos or Laagos: the longer form 
of the name is given in the contemporary papyrus of Ele- 
phantine, and it is probably just the Greek La-agos, “‘ Leader- 
of-the-People ’’).? When the house of Ptolemy had become 
very great in the world, its origin from the obscure Laagos 
came to be thought rather discreditable4’ ‘There was a 


' The two documents (Elephant. 2; Hibeh, 84a) may be as early as 
301-300 B.C.; it is questionable whether “ the fifth year ’? means 
Ptolemy’s year 5, or the fifth year in which Menelaus has held the 
priesthood. See H. I. Bell in Archiv, vii. (1923), pp. 27-29, and cf. 
Plaumann in Pauly-Wissowa, article “‘ Hiereis.”’ 

2 From ptolemos, the Epic form of the word for “ war,” polemos. 

* In the Hibeh papyrus, also contemporary, we have the ordinary 
form, Lagos. 

4'The Ptolemaic kings were not ordinarily called Lagide in anti- 
quity, though Lagidas is found in a poem of Theocritus. It is the 
practice of French scholars to-day to speak-of them as “‘ les Lagides.”’ 
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malicious story that when Ptolemy asked a grammarian who 
the father of Pelops was—notoriously an obscure point of 
mythology—the grammarian retorted by saying, “I will tell 
you, if you first tell me who was the father of Lagus.’’ Justin, in 
his rhetorical way, exaggerates the contrast between Ptolemy’s 
comparatively humble origin and his later greatness by saying 
that Alexander had promoted him from the ranks. This 
is nonsense. We know at any rate that Ptolemy as a boy had 
belonged to the corps of pages (basilikoi paides) at the court 
of Philip, and was an intimate friend of Alexander before his 
accession. Lagus must have belonged to the petite noblesse 
of the country. Ptolemy’s mother was called Arsinoe: 
the official genealogy later on represented her as related to 
the royal family, possibly with truth. In the campaigns 
of Alexander, Ptolemy had won distinction as a commander. 


ee” Seat ? 
Fic. 7.—Coin of Ptolemy Soter 


He had become one of the seven Bodyguards of the king. 
In India especially he had taken a leading part. So far as 
we can see Ptolemy’s personality through the mists of time, 
he was a robust, full-blooded Macedonian, with the sound 
common sense which often characterizes the leaders of a 
people of country farmers, the shrewd caution which looks 
a long way ahead, and likes to play a safe game and secure 
solid advantages, an animal lustihood which made him take 
joy in many women, a genial bonhomie which attracted 
soldiers of fortune to his standard from all Greek lands—a 
man rather of vigorous bodily and mental constitution than 
of fine fibre. Yet he was not without interest in Greek 
letters ; young Macedonians of the upper class had learnt 
for a generation or two to talk Greek and read Greek ; and 
Ptolemy was not only eager to get Greek men of letters 
and philosophers and artists to his court, but himself made, 
as an author, a very creditable addition to Greek historical 
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literature—a narrative of the campaigns of Alexander dis- 
tinguished by its plain adherence to fact and its freedom from 
rhetorical claptrap. Such was the man who now came to 
Egypt as satrap for king Philip Arrhidzeus, and the joint-king, 
baby Alexander, the posthumous son of Alexander the 
Great. Ptolemy’s age was then about forty-four. 

According to the arrangement made in Babylon, Cleomenes 
was to remain in power in Egypt, as Ptolemy’s assistant 
(hyparchos)._ Cleomenes was devoted to the interests of 
Perdiccas, and would thus, it was hoped, act as a check upon 
the new satrap. But when once Ptolemy, in defiance of 
Perdiccas, had seized Alexander’s body, it was open war 
between the satrap and the would-be regent. Cleomenes 
could act as a check only so long as Ptolemy was afraid of 
breaking openly with Perdiccas. Now he had broken; and 
Ptolemy caused Cleomenes to be arraigned on some charge, 
condemned, and put to death. Of course he had now to 
expect to be attacked by Perdiccas with his whole power, 
as soon as Perdiccas could get his hands free. Meantime 
Ptolemy extended his dominion along the African coast by 
possessing himself of the ancient Greek colony of Cyrene 
and its daughter towns. Civil war had broken out in that 
country in the days of confusion after the death of Alexander, 
-one faction led by the Spartan condottiere Thibron, and another 
by the Cretan Mnasicles. Refugees of the defeated party 
came to Egypt to entreat the satrap to intervene. Ptolemy 
dispatched a force, military and naval, under Ophellas, an 
Olynthian in his service, to occupy the country, and the two 
condottieri joined forces against him. Ophellas beat them 
down, captured Thibron, and had him crucified. Then 
Ptolemy came in person to take possession of Cyrene, to- 
wards the end of 322 B.c. The subjugation of a state so 
illustrious, with more than a century’s tradition of republican 
freedom, since the fall of its old Greek dynasty, by a Mace- 
donian ruler made a powerful impression upon the Greek 
world. The Cyrenzeans never acquiesced in the position 
of a subject province. ‘They were destined to be often in the 
future, not an accession of strength to the Macedonian kings 
of Egypt, but a thorn in their side. Yet Cyrene furnished to 
Ptolemaic Egypt, as Ireland has done to England, a roll of 
illustrious men like Callimachus the poet and Eratosthenes 
the geographer, and numbers of soldiers. Amongst the 

1 Arrian, Success. Alex. i. 5; Dexippus, F.H.G. iii. p. 668. 
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soldier-colonists of the Fayam and of Upper Egypt the papyri 
show a noticeable proportion of Cyrenzans. For the moment 
Ptolemy left Ophellas in the country as governor. 

The attack of Perdiccas came in the spring of 321. It was 
then seen how wise Ptolemy had been in securing for his power 
a territorial basis hard to assail. Perdiccas failed to get across 
the eastern branch of the Nile, and was assassinated in his 
own camp. Ptolemy might have stepped into his place. 
But he knew that it was safer to be ruler of Egypt than to be 
regent of the Empire. The victorious chiefs of the party 
opposed to Perdiccas met at Triparadisus, a place apparently 
somewhere in North Syria, in the autumn of 321, to make a 
new settlement of offices and governorships in the Empire. 
Ptolemy was confirmed in the possession of Egypt and the 
Cyrenaica. 

Through the forty years of struggle which followed be- 
tween the great Macedonian chiefs—the men who had learnt 
war under Alexander—Ptolemy, the son of Lagus, remained 
in his. African province, safe as a tortoise in its shell, while 
armies marched to and fro across Asia and rival fleets battled 
in the Aigean. ‘To some extent, indeed, he stretched forth 
out of his shell to mingle in the mellay, for the power ruling 
Egypt was now one of Hellenistic character, having various 
connexions, political, economic, cultural, with the other 
states of the Greek world. It looked northwards, seawards, 
from Alexandria, with an interest which could not have been 
felt by one of the old native Pharaohs. And while Ptolemy 
wished to have the safe seat and centre of his power in the 
country of the Nile, he wished to have certain other neigh- 
bouring countries attached as appendages to his principality, 
and to have points d’appui for his sea-power in the islands and 
on the coasts of the Levant. Ptolemaic Egypt was more of a 
Mediterranean, and less of an African, power than the old 
Pharaonic Egypt had been, which sometimes extended its 
power far into the Sudan. The Ptolemies never cared to 
make conquests up the Nile much beyond the First Cataract. 
But Ptolemy did aspire to hold Southern Syria, like the con- 
quering Pharaohs before him—an appendage on the east to 
his principality as the Cyrenaica was on the west. He desired, 
too, to possess Cyprus, as Aahmes had done in the 6th century 
B.c.,and beyond that to extend the sphere of his control over 
the Greeks of the /Egean islands, over places on the coast of 
Asia Minor, and even places in the old Greece itself. ‘To 
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that extent he had to come out of his shell and take risks. If 
Egypt, in the new days of world politics and world commerce, 
was to be a strong and prosperous state, it could not be 
altogether self-enclosed and self-sufficing. Large timber, 
for instance, for shipbuilding was not to be found in the 
country of the Nile, but was furnished by the Lebanon and 
the hills of Cyprus. The line of commercial traffic which 
went along the Nile, to and from Alexandria, had a rival in 
the line which went from the Persian Gulf across Arabia to 
Gaza, and it was to the advantage of the ruler of Egypt to 
control both. 

Since this is a history of Egypt, rather than of the house of 
Ptolemy, it lies outside its scope to trace the activity of 
Ptolemy and his successors, in war and diplomacy, as a power 
of the Greek world. We have, however, to note the vicissi- 
tudes of world-politics so far as they affected the internal 
history of Egypt. In the two years + following the settlement 
of Triparadisus, Ptolemy possessed himself of Syria from 
Lebanon southwards, the country we now call Palestine, 
commonly called by the Greeks of those days Ceele-Syria 
(“ Hollow Syria,” from the depression of the Jordan Valley). 
The governor of this region, according to the settlement of 
Triparadisus, was a Greek of Amphipolis, called Laomedon. 
Ptolemy tried first to buy the country of him, and when 
Laomedon refused, occupied it by force. It was on this 
occasion, according to the common view, that Ptolemy seized 
Jerusalem on the Sabbath day, when the Jews felt that their 
religion forbade them to offer any resistance.2 Bouché- 
Leclercq thinks that it. was more probably in 312. Yet 
Ptolemy can hardly have avoided securing the city of this 
singular community (as they seemed to the Greeks) when he 
extended his power over Palestine in the years 320-318. 

When Antigonus, the satrap of Phrygia, returned from the 
eastern provinces in 316, victorious over the remains of the 
party of Perdiccas, Antigonus in turn became to his old allies 
the same danger which Perdiccas had been. Seleucus, the 
satrap of Babylonia, had fled to Egypt, and a new league of 
chiefs was constituted against Antigonus. Ptolemy, by his 
occupation of Ceele-Syria, had obviously given a ground of 
complaint to any one who aspired to be master of the whole 

1'The Parian Marble puts the conquest of Syria and Phcenicia 


in 319-318. 
* Agatharchides, F'.H.G. iii. p. 196. 
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Empire. In 315 Antigonus invaded Cele-Syria, and Ptolemy 

- prudently withdrew before him—the tortoise shrinking into 
his shell. Antigonus occupied the cities of the Syrian coast 

_as far as Gaza. But Ptolemy’s navy, under the command 
of Seleucus, was meanwhile carrying on the war against 
Antigonus at sea. Ptolemy threw a force into Cyprus. That 
island, with its mixed Greek and Pheenician population, was 
in a divided condition. Its several districts were ruled by a 
number of petty independent princes. Some of these were 
partisans of Antigonus ; the dynasts of Soli, Salamis, Paphos, 
and Chytri held by Ptolemy. With the arrival of the 
Ptolemaic force, Ptolemy’s ascendancy began to be estab- 
lished in the island as a whole He could use it as a naval 
basis against Antigonus, who now had command of the 
Pheenician ports on the Syrian coast. In 313 Ptolemy, having 
lost*Ceele-Syria, temporarily lost Cyrene as well. The city, 
after nine years’ subjection to a foreign Macedonian ruler, 
broke into revolt and besieged the Ptolemaic garrison in the 
citadel. Ptolemy, however, could spare a new expeditionary 
force which beat down this revolt and brought Cyrene again 
under the hand of his governor Ophellas. During the same 
year Ptolemy went to Cyprus in person and completed the 
conquest of the island. ‘The Pheenician prince of Citium, 
Paimayyaton (Pygmalion), who had held by Antigonus, was 
put to death. In 312 Ptolemy issued again out of Egypt 
into Palestine to strike a blow for its recovery. Antigonus 
had left his son Demetrius, then a boy of twenty, in command 
there. Demetrius was destined to have a brilliant and 
adventurous career, and to be known to history by the sur- 
name of “‘ the Besieger ”’ (Poliorkétés), but at his encounter 
in the spring of 312 on the confines of Palestine with the 
veteran who had fought under Alexander, he sustained a 
shattering defeat. The battle of Gaza marks an epoch in 
history, for it was after this defeat of Demetrius that Seleucus 
saw the way open for his return to Babylon, and from this 
year (312) was dated ever afterwards the beginning of the 
Seleucid Empire in Asia. For the second time Ptolemy 
occupied Palestine and obtained command over the cities of 
Pheenicia.” 


1 Mahaffy says that Ptolemy occupied Cyprus in 320 B.C., but there 
seems to be no evidence of this. 

2 Bouché-Leclercq, as we saw, thinks that it was now that Ptolemy 
seized Jerusalem on a Sabbath day. 
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Then came a sudden reverse of fortune, as was the way 
in those tempestuous days. A Ptolemaic force was defeated 
in 311 by Demetrius in Northern Syria, and Antigonus 
came marching down into Palestine from the north. For 
the second time Ptolemy withdrew from Palestine into his 
shell. Simultaneously Cyrene again revolted, not against 
Ophellas this time, but under the leadership of Ophellas. 
It was a bad moment for Ptolemy. In 311 he and the 
other Macedonian chiefs, his allies—Cassander, the ruler of 
Macedonia, and Lysimachus, the ruler of Thrace—made 
a peace with Antigonus, by which Ptolemy abandoned 
Cele-Syria. This was only a breathing-space in the long 
struggle, and soon the war was going on just as before. ‘The 
efforts of Ptolemy were now mainly bent to establishing his 
power on the seas. He had lost Cele-Syria and Pheenicia, 
but he still held Cyprus. The Macedonian chiefs all pro- 
fessed to adhere to the principle expressed in the phrase 
“autonomy of the Hellenes,” and on this pretext each might 
turn his rival’s garrison out of any Greek city it happened to 
hold, and install his own garrison—as a guardian of the city’s 
liberty—in its place. The naval forces of Ptolemy were 
active in the years following 311 on the coasts of Asia Minor, 
detaching, where they could, cities from the power of 
Antigonus. Agents of Antigonus, on the other hand, tried 
to buy over to his cause the dynasts of Cyprus. ‘They suc- 
ceeded in the case of one of them—or Ptolemy believed at 
any rate that they had succeeded—whether it was Nicocles, 
the prince of Paphos (as Diodorus says), or Nicocreon, the 
prince of Salamis, who acted as Ptolemy’s lieutenant-governor 
in the island, is uncertain ‘—and the dynast in question was 
compelled by Ptolemy to commit suicide. Ptolemy retained 
for the present his hold on Cyprus in spite of his enemy’s 
intrigues. In 308? he even landed with a force in Greece 
itself, and put his garrisons in Megara, Corinth, and Sicyon. 
In the same year he took the first step, by liberating Andros 
from a hostile garrison, towards establishing the Ptolemaic 
protectorate over the Cyclad group of islands in the Agean, 
which was to be an important factor in the Mediterranean 
in years to come. Delos, obviously marked out by its re- 


1 See Bouché-Leclercq, i. p. 58, note. 
2 In February 308, queen Berenice was delivered of a son in Cos 


(the future Ptolemy II.). Ernst Meyer, Untersuchungen x. Chronol. d. 
Erst. Ptol. (1925), p. 65. 
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ligious prestige to be the political centre of this group, Ptolemy 
also detached about this time from Athens, to which it had 
been subject for nearly two centuries. An inventory of 
temple possessions found at Delos mentions a vase bearing the 
dedication : ‘‘ Ptolemy, son of Lagus, to Aphrodite.” It was 
also probably in 308 that an army commanded by Ptolemy’s 
stepson, Magas, recovered the Cyrenaica: Magas was 
installed there as viceroy.t 

In 306 the whole fabric of Ptolemaic sea-power collapsed 
under a new blow. Demetrius swept down with a fleet upon 
Cyprus, and in a naval battle off the Cyprian Salamis inflicted 
upon Ptolemy as severe a defeat as Ptolemy had inflicted upon 
him at Gaza six years before. Ptolemy’s brother Menelaus, 
who had been his lieutenant-governor in the island, Ptolemy’s 
son Leontiscus—a son by one of his many mistresses— 
together with many of his principal officers, fell into the hands 
of the victor. Demetrius, with the showy chivalry which was 
proper for Macedonian aristocrats in their dealings with each 
other, sent back all his noble prisoners to Ptolemy without a 
ransom. But there was an end for the present to Ptolemaic 
tule in Cyprus and to Ptolemaic sea-power. The things 
which Ptolemy had striven during sixteen years to gain 
outside Africa—Palestine, Cyprus—he had now lost them 
all. But Egypt and Cyrene remained to him. He was still 
absolute lord in the rich and populous country of the Nile, 
shut off by its desert frontiers and its almost harbourless 
coast from the rest of the world. Here, in spite of all disasters, 
he could await the turn of fortune, drawn safely in from the 
outside storm. ‘The sagacity of his first choice was more 
than ever apparent. 

His position in Egypt was now different from what it had 
been when he first came there in 323. His official position 
had then been that of satrap of the kings Philip Arrhidaus 
and Alexander. Philip Arrhideus had been murdered in 
317 by the mother of Alexander the Great, and the boy 
Alexander had been murdered in 311 by Cassander. ‘There 
was then no longer any pretence of one Macedonian Empire. 
But the rival Macedonian chieftains did not immediately 
after the boy king’s death assume the title of kings. Anti- 
gonus was the first to do so in 306 after the victory of Salamis. 
Our literary texts represent Ptolemy as having immediately 


1 See the discussion of the dates, against Beloch’s view, by W. W. 
Tarn, Antigonos Gonatas, pp. 449 ff. 
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followed suit, in order to show that his defeat had not bowed 
his head. Yet the Alexandrine ‘‘ Canon of Kings ”’ makes the 
kingship of Ptolemy begin not earlier than November 305, 
and this is borne out by a number of demotic papyri.t1 Up 
to that time apparently official documents in Egypt continued 
to be dated by the years of the young Alexander, even after he 
was dead.2 The fiction served to fill up an interregnum, whilst 
Ptolemy was waiting on events to determine what form his rule 
of Egypt was to take in the unprecedented world situation. 

It might be thought a formal change of no importance 
when the satrap began to be called a king. Yet, if the 
supremacy of the boy far away in Macedonia was a fiction, 
even while he was alive, it may well have been a fiction which 
had its effect upon the minds of multitudes beside the waters 
of the Nile. Somewhere, behind the machinery of govern- 
ment which they saw, there had been a divine person, still 
described in the old formulas applied generations ago to 
their own Pharaohs — ‘“‘ Horus the youthful,” “ Lord of 
diadems,” “‘ Lord in the whole world,” “ King of Upper 
Egypt and Lower Egypt,” “the Delight of the heart of 
Amen,” ‘“‘ Chosen by the Sun.” And the nearer ruler— 
Ptlumis the Egyptians apparently pronounced his name—was 
a mighty governor under Pharaoh, like Una in the days of old. 

The hieroglyphic stele discovered in 1871 in Cairo, dated 
in the summer of 311 B.C., throws light on the relations of 
Ptolemy with the native priesthood, whilst he was still nomin- 
ally only the satrap of the boy Alexander : 3 

“In the year 7 (7.e. in the seventh year of the boy king 
Alexander IV., whose formal reign began at the death of 
Philip Arrhidzus), at the beginning of the inundation, under 
the sanctity of Horus, the youthful, the rich in strength, the 
Lord of diadems, loving the gods who gave him the dignity of 
his father, the Horus of gold, Lord in the whole world, the king 
of Upper and Lower Egypt, the Lord of both lands, the Delight 
of the heart of Amen, chosen by the Sun, of ALEXANDER 
the ever-living, the friend of the gods of the cities Pe and Tep, 
while his Holiness, being also king in the world of foreigners, 

? Mahaffy was sceptical, perhaps justly, as to Revillout’s readings. 


In this case, however, his reading seems to have been accepted. 

* Rubensohn, Elephant. pp. 22, 23. 

* The translation is based on that given by Mahaffy in his History, 
modified in accordance with the French version in Bouché-Leclercq. 
Mahaffy’s translation is here and there unintelligible, partly through 
misprints. See also Wilcken, Zettsch. f. dg. Spr. xxxv. pp. 81 ff 
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Fic. 8—Graco-EcypTian CoLossaL STATUE OF ALEXANDER IV. 
(KarNaK)—represented with the stature of a full-grown man, 
though he was not more than eleven when he was murdered ! 
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was in the interior of Asia, there was a great Viceroy in 
Egypt, Ptolemy was his name. 

“A person of youthful vigour was he, strong in his two 
arms, wise in spirit, mighty among the people, of stout 
courage, of firm foot, resisting the furious, not turning his 
back, striking his adversaries in the face in the midst of the 
battle. When he had seized the bow, it was not to shoot 
(from afar) at the assailant, his fighting was with the sword ; 
in the midst of the battle none could stand against him, 
because of the might of his arm there was no parrying his hand ; 
there was no return of that which went forth out of his mouth, 
there was not his like in the world of foreigners. He brought 
back the images of the gods found in Asia; all the furniture 
and the books of all the temples of North and South Egypt, 
he had them restored to their place. He had made his 
residence the fortress of King Alexander, chosen of the Sun, 
the son of the Sun: Alexandria it is called, on the shore of the 
Great Sea of the Ionians, Rakoti was its former name. He had 
assembled many of the Ionians, and cavalry and ships.many in 
number with their crews, when he went with his people to the 
land of the Syrians, who were at war with him. He pene- 
trated into their land, his courage was mighty as that of the 
hawk among little birds. Having captured them all together, 
he carried their princes, their cavalry, their ships, their works 
of art to Egypt. After this, when he had invaded the territory 
of Mermerti (Cyrene), he, laying hold of them at one time, 
led captive their men, women, horses, in requital for what 
they had done to Egypt. 

“When he returned to Egypt, his heart being glad at what 
he had done, he celebrated a good day, and this great Viceroy 
was seeking the best (thing to do) for the gods of Upper and 
Lower Egypt. ‘Then there spake to him he who was at his 
side, and the elders of the land of Lower Egypt, saying : 

“The sea-land, the land of Patanut is its name, was granted 
by the king, the son of the Sun, Khabbash ! living for ever, to 
the gods of Pe and Tep, after his Holiness had gone to Pe and 
Tep to examine all the sea-land in their territory, to go into 
the interior of the marshes, to examine every arm of the Nile 
which goes into the Great Sea, to keep off the fleet of Asia from 
Egypt. ‘Then spoke his Holiness (Khabbash) to him who was 
at his side: “This sea-land, let me get to know it.” They 
spoke before his Holiness: “‘ This sea-land (it is called the 

1A Pharaoh of the 5th cent., nationalist leadez against the Persians. 
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land of Patanut) has been the property of the gods of Pe 
and 'Tep from immemorial time. The enemy Xerxes reversed 
it, nor did he leave anything of it to the gods of Pe and Tep.”’ 
His Holiness spake that there should be brought before him 
the priests and magistrates of Pe and Tep. ‘They brought 
them to him in haste. Then spoke his Holiness: “ Let me 
be informed concerning the quality of the gods of Pe and Tep, 
what they did to the miscreant on account of the wicked 
action which he had done, seeing that the miscreant Xerxes had 
done evil to Pe and Tep, and had taken away their property.” 

‘“«¢’'T"hey spake before his Holiness: ‘‘'The king our Lord 
Horus, son of Isis, son of Osiris, the ruler of rulers, the king 
of the kings of Upper Egypt, the king of the kings of Lower 
Egypt, the avenger of his father, the lord of Pe, the beginning 
and the end of the gods, after whom there is no king, cast 
out the miscreant Xerxes with his eldest son, making himself 
manifest in the town of Neit, even in Sais, on that day beside 
the holy Mother.” There spoke his Holiness : “ This powerful 
god among the gods after whom there is no king, he shall 
be the way and the rule of my Holiness; that I swear.” Then 
spake the priests and the magistrates of Pe and Tep: “‘'Then 
may your Holiness command that there be granted the sea-land 
(the land of Patanut it is called) to the gods of Pe and Tep, with 
bread, drink, oxen, birds, all good things. May the renewal 
of the donation be registered in your name on account of your 
bounty to the gods of Pe and Tep, as requital for the ex- 
cellence of your actions.””’ 

“This great Viceroy spake : “ Let a decree be drawn up in 
writing at the office of the king’s scribe of finance as follows : 

“**T Ptolemy, the Satrap, I restore to Horus, the avenger of 
his father, the lord of Pe, and to Buto, the lady of Pe and 'Tep, 
the territory of Patanut, from this day forth for ever, with all 
its villages, all its towns, all its inhabitants, all its fields, all its 
waters, all its oxen, all its birds, all its herds, and all things 
produced in it, as it was aforetime, together with what has 
been added since, by the gift, made by the king, the lord of 
both lands, Khabbash, the ever-living. Let its south boundary 
be the territory of the town of Buto, and the northern 
Hermopolis, as far as the place called Naunebu. Let its 
north boundary be the dunes on the shore of the Great Sea. 
Let its west boundary be the windings of the navigable river 
as far as the dunes. Let its east boundary be the nome of 
Sebennytus. Its calves shall be (a supply) for the great Hawks, 
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its bulls for the countenance of the goddess Nebtaui, its oxen 
for the living Hawks, its milk for the august Child, its fowls 
for Him in the Sha-t, whose life is in himself. All things 
produced on its soil shall be for the altar of Horus himself, the 
lord of Pe and Buto, the head of Ra-Harmachis, for ever.’ 

“The land in its full extent which had been given by the 
king, the lord of both lands, the image of Tanen, chosen by 
Ptah, the son of the Sun, Khabbash living for ever, the donation 
thereof has been renewed by this great Viceroy of Egypt, 
Ptolemy, to the gods of Pe and Tep for ever. As a reward 
for this that he has done, may there be given him victory and 
strength to his heart’s content, so that fear of him may con- 
tinue among all the strange nations which there are to-day. 
Concerning the land of Patanut, whosoever shall venture to 
take ought from it, may he be under the ban of Those that 
are in Pe, under the curse of Those that are in Tep, may he be 
consumed by the fiery breath of the goddess Aptaui in the 
day of her terrors, and may neither his son, nor his daughter, 
give him water.” 

From 305 onwards it was Ptolemy himself who was king, 
the supreme divine power in the land of Egypt. It was upon 
him that the Egyptian priests and scribes now heaped the 
titles of the old Pharaohs. And the people were now taught 
to understand that he had really been king all the time since 
the death of Alexander the Great. In the official dating of 
documents the years of his reign after 305 were reckoned, not 
from the time when he had first assumed the name and style 
of king, but from 324-323 B.c.1. One can understand how 
the Greeks of that extraordinary time came to think of Fortune 
as an incalculable deity who might play the strangest game 
in human affairs, when some one who in boyhood had antici- 
pated probably no other life than that which a Macedonian 
country gentleman might naturally lead amongst his native 
fields and hills found himself, at the age of sixty-four, 
Pharaoh in the land of Egypt ! 

After Ptolemy’s loss of all his external possessions in 306, 
fortune turned once more against Antigonus. His arms 
encountered two severe checks during the two years which 
followed. First he was imprudent enough, having despoiled 
Ptolemy of Palestine and Cyprus, to renew the attempt 
of Perdiccas, and attack Egypt itself. He did not do so 
without forming a large force, military and naval, which 

1 Elephant. 1-4. 
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he hoped would enable him to triumph over the well-known 
obstacles—the desert between Palestine and Egypt, the Nile, 
_Egypt’s “immortal wall.”1 The army was concentrated 
first at Antigoneia in North Syria (the city afterwards super- 
seded by Antioch) and then moved to Gaza (November 306) 
on the borders of the desert. Diodorus gives its numbers as 
over 80,000 foot, 8000 horse, and 83 Indian elephants, 
whilst it was accompanied by a fleet of 150 vessels of war 
and 100 transports under the command of Demetrius. (Not 
much trust, as Mahafty pointed out, can be put in the figures 
of ancient historians in such connexions.) At Gaza, before 
crossing the desert, the army was furnished with rations for 
ten days, and a body of Bedouin on camels was procured to 
escort it with 130,000 medimni of corn and fodder for the 
beasts. From the point of view of physical conditions it 
would have been better for Antigonus to have deferred his 
attack till the summer. During the winter the Nile is in 
flood, and navigation along the coast is made difficult and 
dangerous by strong north-west winds. But the exigencies 
of the world-struggle, the necessity to strike Ptolemy while 
he was still weakened by his losses in Cyprus, no doubt forbade 
Antigonus to postpone the attempt. It would have been best, 
if the attempt could not be postponed, for it to have been given 
up altogether. In the circumstances everything went wrong. 
The fleet of Demetrius could make no head against the winds ; 
several ships were driven on shore at Raphia; co-operation 
according to plan between army and fleet was impracticable. 
“When the combined forces arrived at Pelusium,’ they 
found it amply defended ; the entrance of the river blocked 


1Tsocrates, Busiris, 12. : 
2“ Phe wind, which blows so persistently from the sea and up the 


valley of the Nile into far Nubia, is commonly called north, but is 
really north-west, as I can certify from two seasons’ careful observa- 
tion. Hence it blew right on shore along the coast from Gaza to 
Pelusium.”—M. ; 

3“ The rarely visited site of Pelusium was described by Mr. 
Greville Chester in the Palestine Exploration Fund, Statement for 
1880, p. 149. There are two Tells or mounds, called by the natives 
the Mound of Gold and the Mound of Silver, from the number of 
coins found in them. These now stand in a salt marsh which no 
camel can traverse, and which Mr. Chester waded across with 
difficulty, sinking at times to his knees in mud. The sea must there- 
fore have advanced here too, as at Alexandria, and turned the lower 
level of the city into a swamp. But it must always have been easy 
to defend it with canals and dykes as well as with walls.”°—M. 
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with boats, and the river above covered with small armed 
cruisers to resist any attempt at crossing, ready moreover to 
circulate among the invaders promises of large bribes and 
good service if they would desert and join Ptolemy. As 
these bribes amounted to two mine for a private, a talent for 
the officer, it was with difficulty, and by punishing such 
deserters as he could stop with death by torture, that Anti- 
gonus escaped an end similar to that of Perdiccas. Demetrius, 
finding any entrance at Pelusium impracticable, attempted 
to land farther west—first at a so-called pseudostomos, or 
sham outlet, probably from the present Lake Menzaleh, and 
then at the Damietta mouth (Phatnitic). In both places he 
was beaten off, and was then overtaken by another storm, 
which wrecked three more of his largest ships; and with 
difficulty did he make his way back to his father’s camp 
east of the Pelusiac entrance” (M.). 

There was nothing for Antigonus but to make his retreat 
from the frontiers of Egypt as speedily as he could. Ptolemy’s 
real strength, after all his defeats and losses, was made manifest 
to the world. A second check awaited Antigonus. Deme- 
trius attacked Rhodes early in 305. ‘The great maritime 
and commercial state of Rhodes, where the spirit of republican 
freedom lived on for centuries after Alexander, had no doubt 
manifold connexions with the new important mart of 
Alexandria. ‘The Rhodians were Ptolemy’s friends. 

Demetrius, having besieged Rhodes for some fifteen 
months, 305-304, failed in the end to take it, and had to 
consent to a compromised peace. ‘The successful defence of 
Rhodes had been largely due to the provisions and rein- 
forcements which Ptolemy contrived from time to time to 
throw into the besieged city. 

In 303-302 a new league was conformed of Cassander, 
Lysimachus, Ptolemy, and Seleucus against Antigonus. 
Seleucus was in the depths of the East, conquering the farther 
provinces of the Empire as far as India. In the winter of 
302-301 he was moving westward, to bring his allies the 
support of a large body of Indian elephants. Ptolemy played 
a cautious and not very glorious game. All he did was to 
occupy Ceele-Syria again for the third time—whilst the forces 
of the other three kings were concentrating against Antigonus 
in Asia Minor. Then the news came that Antigonus had 
won a great victory and was marching on Syria. Ptolemy 
immediately evacuated Ccele-Syria for the third time. But 
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the news was false. It was the three kings who won a great 
and decisive victory at Ipsus in the summer of 301. The body 
of old Antigonus was left dead upon the field. 

The victory of the allies at Ipsus brought a new controversial 
question into the political field, the Ccele-Syrian Question, 
destined to be with us through all the subsequent history of 
Ptolemaic Egypt. In the pact between the allies before the 
last fight with Antigonus, Palestine (Cele-Syria) had appar- 
ently been assigned to Ptolemy in the event of victory. But 
it was natural that the kings who actually bore the brunt at 
Ipsus should take the view that the king of Egypt, by failing 
to make any appearance on the critical theatre of war and by 
his precipitate evacuation of Cele-Syria on a false rumour, 
had forfeited his clam. A new arrangement made by the 
victorious kings between themselves after Ipsus now annexed 
Cele-Syria to the Asiatic empire of Seleucus. Ptolemy 
refused to recognize the new arrangement ; Seleucus refused 
to regard the original pact as still binding. Here was matter 
for a controversy which would remain open between the house 
of Ptolemy and the house of Seleucus for generations to come. 
As Palestine had been in ancient Pharaonic days a debatable 
region between the power ruling in Mesopotamia and the power 
ruling on the Nile, so it was to be still, when the place of the 
old native kings had been taken by two Macedonian houses. 

After the battle of Ipsus, Ptolemy occupied Ccele-Syria 
again for the fourth time. “‘ When Seleucus after the parti- 
tion of the kingdom of Antigonus arrived with his army in 
Pheenicia, and tried, according to the arrangement concluded, 
to take over Ceele-Syria, he found Ptolemy already in posses- 
sion of its towns. Ptolemy complained that Seleucus, in 
violation of their old friendship, should have agreed to an 
arrangement which put territory governed by Ptolemy into 
his own share. Although he (Ptolemy) had taken part in the 
war against Antigonus, the kings had not, he protested, 
assigned him any portion of the conquered territory. ‘To 
these reproaches Seleucus replied that it was quite fair that 
those who had fought the battle should dispose of the terri- 
tory. With regard to Cele-Syria he would not for the 
present, for the sake of their friendship, take any action ; later 
on he would consider the best way of treating friends who 
tried to grasp more than was their right.” * 

The three old men who survived of the companions of 

eID (oyels 9:60:80, 5, 
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Alexander—Ptolemy, Seleucus, and Lysimachus—together 
with those kings who represented the second generation— 
Cassander in Macedonia, Pyrrhus in Epirus, Demetrius still 
ranging at large—carried on between them, in the years of 
comparative peace which followed the battle of Ipsus, a 
complicated game of diplomatic intrigue, now impossible 
to trace, in which the tension between one party and another, 
the friendships and antagonisms, varied continually according 
to the circumstances of the moment. The tension was always 
liable to issue in fresh war, as when Demetrius seized the 
throne of Macedonia in 294, after the death of Cassander, when 
Demetrius attacked the kingdom of Lysimachus (287), or in 
the last great fight between Seleucus and Lysimachus, which 
did not break out till after Ptolemy was dead. Ptolemy 
himself, after Ipsus, engaged no more in war with any of the 
rival kings. He took part merely in the diplomatic game, and 
supported, now one, now another, according to the turns 
of the game. We can see indications of the state of the game, 
now and again, in the dynastic marriages. Relations had 
become strained, as we have seen, between Ptolemy and 
Seleucus, immediately after Ipsus, by the emergence of the 
Ceele-Syrian Question, and we see a rapprochement between 
Seleucus and Demetrius, between Ptolemy and Lysimachus ; 
Seleucus marries Stratonice, the daughter of Demetrius, and 
Lysimachus (sometime between 300 and 298) marries 
Arsinoe, the daughter of Ptolemy. ‘Then we find Alexander, 
the son of Cassander, marrying another daughter of Ptolemy’s, 
Lysandra, Demetrius marrying yet a third daughter, Ptolemais 
(betrothed about 300; married, 286); Antigone, the daughter 
of Ptolemy’s wife Berenice by a former husband, is married 
to Pyrrhus (298-295); another daughter of Berenice’s, 
Theoxena, is married to Agathocles, the ruler of Syracuse 
(about 300); and finally the other Agathocles, the son. of 
Lysimachus, had a daughter of Ptolemy’s to wife. 


1 Plutarch (Dem. 31) says that Agathocles, son of Lysimachus, was 
already married to “a daughter’ of Ptolemy’s in 300. Pausanias 
(i. 10. 3) says that the wife of Agathocles was called Lysandra. Eu- 
sebius (i. 232) says that Lysandra, the daughter of Ptolemy, married 
Alexander, the son of Cassander (who died in 293). These are the 
three statements which together constitute the puzzle. If we accept 
them allas true, we have to suppose that Ptolemy had two daughters 
with the same name of Lysandra. If we hold to one Lysandra, we 
must suppose that she married Agathocles after the death of Alex- 
ander, and then we have to reject Plutarch’s statement as false. 
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When Demetrius besieged Athens (296-294), Ptolemy sent 
no effectual help to his friends, the Athenians; his fleet 
hovered off /Egina, but did nothing to prevent the city’s fall. 
In 287, when Athens revolted against Demetrius, Ptolemy 
sent 50 talents and a quantity of coin; but again his fleet 
did nothing to arrest Demetrius. 

The acquisitions which Ptolemy really cared about outside 
Egypt he recovered after Ipsus. Seleucus, as we saw, found 
him again in possession of Ccele-Syria, when he came to take 
over the Syrian part of Antigonus’ kingdom. Apparently 
Ptolemy’s occupation of Palestine was then far from complete. 
The cities of the Pheenician coast were still held by garrisons 
of Demetrius,! and one odd notice speaks of Demetrius 
capturing Samaria in 296-295.2, Bouché-Leclercq thinks (or 
thought when he wrote vol. i. in 1903) that the possessions 
of Demetrius in Pheenicia and Palestine passed into the hands 
of Seleucus, not of Ptolemy. The house of Ptolemy would 
not in that case have acquired Palestine for good (or rather 
for a period of eighty years) till after the death of Seleucus 
in 281. Bouché-Leclercq builds upon the contention of the 
Seleucid diplomats in 219, who argued from the lordship 
(duvacrea) of Seleucus “in these regions.” It seems more 
probable, as the great majority of scholars hold, that Ptolemy 
was master of Palestine from Ipsus onwards, except of such 
places as remained for a time in possession of Demetrius, 
and that Ptolemy acquired these too when Demetrius ceased 
to be able to hold them. The “dynasty” of Seleucus 
in Palestine, to which the Seleucid diplomats appealed, may 
well have been a lordship, not which he actually exercised, 
but which he claimed by right in virtue of the partition made 
by the victorious kings. 

Cyprus Ptolemy recovered in 295-294. Here, too, the 
forces of Demetrius remained in possession for six years 
after Ipsus. The defence of the island against Ptolemy was 
energetically conducted by Demetrius’ brave wife, Phila, 
Antipater’s daughter, but she had ultimately to surrender 
in Salamis. Ptolemy returned the chivalry shown by 
Demetrius in 306 by sending Phila and her children to 
Demetrius in Macedonia, “loaded with presents and 
honours.” 

About 287 the Egyptian fleet was again powerful in the 
7Egean, and regained for Ptolemy the protectorate over the 

1 Plutarch, Dem. 32. 2 Euseb. Chron. ii. 118. 
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League of the Cyclad Islands.1_ At some time he had (between 
294 and 287°?) close and friendly relations with Miletus, 
which had passed under the dominion of Lysimachus ; 
Ptolemy used his influence, apparently, with his ally to secure 
the city a remission of taxation.” 

The Greek books tell us a little about the part which 
Ptolemy played in the struggle between the world-powers 
during forty years after Alexander’s death. But when we 
ask what all this time was happening in Egypt itself, our docu- 
ments give us no material fora narrative. We can only infer 
the developments taking place from the conditions which we 
afterwards find existing in the country. 

Looking at this period of the history of Egypt as a whole, 
we can see its main characteristic to be that Egypt has now, 
instead of the comparatively homogeneous native population 
which it had under the old Pharaohs, two strata of population 
living together within its borders—the upper stratum consti- 
tuted by a European ruling race and the lower stratum consti- 
tuted by the great subject mass of Egyptians. It was a state 
of things not altogether unlike that which is found in certain 
countries to-day, for the civilization of the ruling race in 
Ptolemaic Egypt was precisely that same Greek civilization 
which is the parent of the modern civilization of Europe, 
and their feeling of superiority to the people of the land 
was not unlike the feeling which “‘ white men” have to-day 
towards ‘“ natives.”” Indeed, a word which means “ natives ”’ 
(€yx@ptot) was the common one in the mouths of the Greeks 
when they spoke of Egyptians. 

This Greeco-Macedonian stratum in Egypt was not due 
simply to Greeks and Macedonians drifting spontaneously 
into the country just because the natural conditions of the 
country attracted European immigrants, as Europeans have 
drifted into America or Australasia in recent times. It was a 
deliberate creation of the Macedonian ruling house. When 
Ptolemy chose Egypt as the basis of his position in the world 
after Alexander, Egypt gave him many things. It gave him 
an easily defended territory; it gave him great material 
riches both in its native products and in the merchandise 
brought down the Nile; it threw over his kingship some- 
thing of the glamour of the wonderful old Egyptian tradition. 
But it did not give him everything necessary. It did not give 


* Decree of Ios, B.C.H. xxvii. (1903), pp. 394 ff. 
* Rehm, Das Delphinion in Milet, pp. 306, 307. 
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him one thing supremely necessary—man-power. There 
_ were plenty of men, it is true, in Egypt, but these were not 
the right kind of men, the men out of which one could 
make armies able to stand against armies of Macedonian and 
Greek soldiers such as Antigonus or Seleucus could put into 
the field. Ptolemy must have his sure supply of Mace- 
donians, too. He could remember how the nucleus of the 
army, which under Alexander had conquered half the world, 
had been drawn from the man-power of old Macedonia, 
the horse-riding aristocracy, the stout pike-men who were 
farmers or field-labourers of the Balkan countryside in peace 
time. Ptolemy was now cut off from Macedonia, the old 
home-land. He conceived the idea of creating a new artificial 
Macedonia in this strange and incongruous land of Egypt— 
a stratum of Macedonian and Greek farmers, thousands of 
them, to be spread over Egypt, men who in peace time would 
grow corn or breed cattle in their plots of land irrigated by 
the Nile, but could be called up, whenever there was need, 
to take sarissa in hand or mount their war-horses, to form 
phalanx or ile, and march with Ptolemy or one of his generals 
into Palestine or to Cyrene. This system of European 
military colonists, the characteristic feature of Ptolemaic 
Egypt, must certainly go back in its origins to the first 
Ptolemy. 

Both for the new Greek cities, Alexandria and Ptolemais, 
and for the military colonists to be settled in the country, 
Ptolemy needed to bring thousands of Greeks and Mace- 
donians into Egypt. He could not transport them wholesale 
from Macedonia and Greece, countries outside the sphere 
of his authority, as the old Assyrian kings had transported 
populations from one part of their kingdom to another. His 
plan might have been impracticable if the man-power of 
Macedonia and Greece had not been, at that moment of 
time, largely flung out already over the Nearer East, in conse- 
quence of the conquests of Alexander, distributed in camps 
and garrisons under the command of one or other of the great 
Macedonian chiefs. When Ptolemy came to Egypt in 323 
he must have found a certain body of Macedonians and 
Greeks already there as the garrison of the country. He may 
have brought others with him from Babylon. When one of 
the Macedonian chiefs in those days defeated another in 
battle, the troops of the defeated side were often ready to 
pass over in numbers to the service of the victor. If they 
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were Macedonians, the victor also was after all one of their 
national chiefs. Part of the defeated army of Perdiccas in 
321 may have found a new home under Ptolemy in Egypt. 
Diodorus tells us that after the battle of Gaza in 312 Ptolemy 
sent more than 8000 soldiers of the defeated army to Egypt 
to be distributed in certain regions of the country.1_ Probably 
an allotment in Egypt soon attached large numbers of the 
shifting mass of Macedonian soldiery to Ptolemy by a tie 
which even a defeat could not break. We are told that when 
Demetrius captured an army of Ptolemy’s in Cyprus in 306, 
large numbers of men, instead of accepting service under 
Demetrius, tried to make their way back to Egypt, where they 
had left their families and chattels.” 

Besides bodies of soldiers brought en masse into Egypt, 
many men from the Greek world may have individually 
entered the service of Ptolemy as mercenaries, and then 
accepted the offer of a permanent settlement in the country. 
The armies which could be formed from Macedonians 
domiciled in Egypt were not by themselves adequate. ‘They 
had to be supplemented by Greek and Balkan mercenaries. 
The essential distinction of the mercenary troops of those 
days was that they were hired individually by some condottiere 
or other, usually at one of the soldier-markets—Tzenarum in 
the Peloponnesus or Aspendus in Asia Minor—where soldiers 
of fortune from all parts of the Greek world met and mingled, 
in order to accept service under whatever captain offered 
the most attractive prospect of money, excitement, and glory. 
The captain would then, with the troops he had got together, 
sell his services to any of the kings or city-states he chose. 
Certain arms in an army of the period were almost always fur- 
nished, not by Macedonian regulars, but by mercenaries from 
some particular region—archers from Crete, javelineers from 

lrols pev addvrTas orparwwras dmoorelhas eis Alyumroy mpocérakev éml 
Tas vavapxlias duedety, so the MS. reading has it, Diod. xix. 85. 4. 
vavapxias has been emended by Wesseling (followed by Dindorf in 
the ‘Teubner edition) into vouapxias, supposed to be the same as 
vouwots. Nomarchiat are found as divisions of the nome in the 
Faytm, but if that had been the original word, it is not very likely 
that the stranger word in this context, nauarchiai, would have been 
substituted for it. On the other hand, it is difficult to say what 
vavapxiac could be. Mahaffy (followed by Bouché-Leclercq) supposes 
them to be the “naval defences,’ which Bouché-Leclercq explains 


as “the nomes of the Delta.” Could the Greek word possibly bear 
such a meaning? I doubt it, 
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Thrace. Of the Cretans, Thracians, Athenians, Spartans, 
Beeotians, Sicilians, who came in this way to Egypt, many 
apparently stayed there. Ptolemy seems to have exerted 
himself to be known all over the Greek world as the kind 
of genial, free-handed, valiant gentleman whom any young 
man inclined to the life of a soldier might cross the sea to 
serve. The great resources of Egypt made it possible for 
him to be liberal on a scale with which many of his rivals 
could not compete. 

The reign of Ptolemy, the son of Lagus, in Egypt was marked 
by one new creation, destined to have a future in the Greek 
world—the creation of a new cult. A deity whose name 
had hitherto been unknown to the Greeks outside Egypt 
became one of the great gods of later Paganism—Sarapis. 
The origin of Sarapis-worship has been the subject of a good 
deal of learned controversy, but the question has been brought 
into clearer light by Wilcken’s great edition of the Ptolemaic 
papyri now in process of coming out. We must begin by 
looking at an ancient Egyptian temple near Memphis, known 
from this time onward to the Greeks by the name of Serapeum, 
temple of Sarapis. It stood about four miles from Memphis 
to the west of the Nile, close under the sterile hills which shut 
in the Nile Valley on this side. Some suppositions about 
the Serapeum, which had been passed on from Mariette 
to one writer after another, Wilcken shows to be mistakes. 
There was no ‘Greek Serapeum” separate from the 
“Egyptian Serapeum.” ‘There was only one Serapeum, a 
considerable complex of buildings, on the higher ground 
beyond the cultivated land. Immediately beside the river 
was, and is, the strip of cultivated land, then, a little higher, 
a narrow strip of desert, and then the hills. On the edge of 
the desert, close to the cultivated land, was a temple of Anubis, 
surrounded by a precinct. (In this precinct there was later 
on a government police-station with a prison attached to it, 
a government bureau (grapheion), and quarters for the re- 
presentative of the strategos of the Memphite nome. The 
strategos himself, when he visited the Serapeum put up here, 
and on one occasion, under Ptolemy VI., we hear of a strategos 
who spends two days in the temple of Anubis “ drinking.’’) 
From the temple of Anubis a paved road, flanked with 
Sphinxes, led across the strip of desert to the Serapeum. 

The Serapeum was a temple erected in connexion with 
the sepulchres of the dead Apis bulls, whose mummies were 
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here bestowed in subterranean corridors. The living Apis 
bull was kept at Memphis in an Apieum adjoining the great 
temple of Ptah, in the cultivated land, four miles away. ‘The 
bull during his lifetime was ordinarily regarded as an embodi- 
ment of the divinity of the Nile, sometimes it was identified 
with Ptah... Just, however, as a man at death became an 
Osiris, so the dead bull became Osiris-Apis (Osir-Hapi). 
According to a view, prevalent in Roman times, if not earlier, 
the sacred animal’s deity began with its death. Its funeral 
was an event for the whole of Egypt. ‘There was mourning 
everywhere for seventy days, whilst the process of mummi- 
fication went on. All the temples sent byssus for the wrap- 
pings. ‘Two women priestesses lamented near the body in 
Memphis. When the mummy was ready it was brought in 
procession, led by a priest masked to impersonate the god 
Thoth, to the temple of Anubis on the edge of the desert. 
Here the mummy was taken over by another priest with the 
jackal-mask of Anubis, the Conductor of the dead, and escorted 
along the paved way to the Serapeum. It was laid to rest 
in a chamber prepared for it in one of the underground 
corridors. Ever since the chamber had been finished, 
perhaps years before, the corridors had been shut, no priest 
even allowed to set foot in them. The divine mummy once 
laid to rest, the corridors would be shut again till the funeral 
of the next bull, except for the time required to make a 
chamber ready to receive the next bull’s mummy.? 

Wilcken’s theory is that, while the workmen were hewing 
out the chamber under the Serapeum destined to receive 
the bull now living in Memphis, a cult of this living bull was 


1“The second life of Ptah,” Budge, The Gods of the Egyptians, 
ii. p. 350. According to the account of the Egyptian religion which 
reached Diodorus (through Hecatezus), ‘‘ the soul of Osiris passed 
into an ox ; and therefore whenever the ox is dedicated, to this very 
day, the spirit of Osiris is infused into one ox after another, to pos- 
terity.” It was this passage, no doubt, which led Milton to call 
the bull simply “‘ Osiris ” : 

“Nor was Osiris seen 
In Memphian grove or green 
Trampling the unshower’d grass with lowings loud.” 


* Sir F. Petrie questions Wilcken’s view, as regards the closing 
of the corridors: ‘“‘ If the corridors were all closed immediately after 
the burial, how about the multitude of private steles let into the 


walls ? It looks as if each chamber was closed, but the corridors 
left open to the worshipper.” 
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started in the underground corridors, in which he was identi- 
fied with Osiris, the god of the dead, not simply in the 
way any dead person became “ Osiris,” but in a more dis- 
tinct and personal way. As such, the living bull was called 
Apis-Osiris, whereas the dead bull was Osiris-Apis. The 
worship in the Temple above ground, Wilcken thinks, was 
addressed to Osiris-Apis, only not to any particular one of the 
multitude of dead bulls buried below; it was addressed to 
the general Osiris divinity embodied in them all. The minds 
of the worshippers tended to think of this Osiris-Apis not so 
much as a dead bull, but as the god of the lower world himself, 
under a local form, a human form, probably, represented 
sitting on a throne, though possibly with a bull’s head. 

The earliest Greek papyrus we possess is a curse written 
by a Greek woman in Egypt, called Artemisia, in which the 
vengeance of the “ Lord (despotes) Oserapis ”’ is called down 
upon a man by whom she had had a daughter.1. That scrap 
of papyrus, destined to be an object of interest for alien eyes, 
centuries later, in the Imperial Library at Vienna, may have 
been laid by Artemisia, fresh-written, at the feet of the god 
before ever there was a king Ptolemy in Egypt, in the days of 
Alexander the Great. It is a proof that, even before Ptolemy 
I. established a cult of Sarapis at Alexandria, the Osir-Hapi 
of the Memphis Serapeum was already a deity of prestige 
for Greeks resident in Egypt. 

According to the traditional view, the worship of Sarapis 
was deliberately established by the Ptolemaic court ; Schubart 
questions this, and believes that it sprang up spontaneously 
as a new religion among the Egyptian Greeks, but the argu- 
ments brought forward by Wilcken seem to me to prove that 
it was pushed forward under the first Ptolemies by active 
court patronage. A further question is whether Sarapis 
was the Egyptian god, Osir-Hapi. Lehmann-Haupt has 
tried to make out that he was a Babylonian god, Shar-apsi, 
but this theory does not seem to commend itself to other 
Assyriologists. Wilcken at one time was inclined to deny 
any connexion between the name Sarapis and the Egyptian 
name Osir-Hapi, transcribed by Artemisia as Oserapis. 
Now, however, he holds that the name Sarapis was originally 
an inexact popular rendering of the Egyptian Osir-Hapi 
amongst the Egyptian Greeks. The Sarapis worshipped at 
Alexandria was, he thinks, understood to be identical with the 
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god of the lower world worshipped in the temple over the 
tombs of the mummied bulls near Memphis: to that extent 
Sarapis was a really Egyptian god. There can, however, 
be no question that the sculptured type of Sarapis at Alex- 
andria was Greek, not Egyptian—a bearded god, resembling 
Zeus or Hades or Asklepios, seated on a throne with the 
three-headed Cerberus, the dog of the lower world, beside 
his feet, and wearing on his head a tall head-dress called 
from its appearance a kalathos, ‘“‘ basket.” A legend recorded 
by Tacitus? describes how Ptolemy, instructed by a dream, 
procured the image which represented Sarapis, from a temple 
in the Greek city of Sinope on the Black Sea. In itself 
there is nothing unlikely in the story, but doubt has been 
thrown upon it by the fact that the temple of the mummied 
bulls near Memphis, or the region of desert hill where the 
temple was, was called Sindpion—so the Greeks transcribed 
some Egyptian name which cannot now be made out. If 
the worship of Sarapis at Alexandria was, at the outset, a 
worship of the deity of the Memphian Sinopion, it may be 
thought a confusion in the legend, when it makes the image 
of Sarapis brought from Sinope on the Black Sea. That 
there should be an accidental association of the god Sarapis 
with two places, far apart, of similar name seems to go beyond 
probability. Perhaps, however, the association was not 
accidental. Supposing it is true that the image of Sarapis 
was procured from Sinope, in consequence of a dream—and 
that the people of antiquity really were guided in such matters 
by dreams, instances given by the papyri and inscriptions 
themselves are enough to attest—it may well be that the mind 
of the dreamer, when he was casting about for the right mode 
of presenting the god of the Sinopion to the Greeks, flew 
to Sinope just because of the association of sound. Whether 
the image was made originally for a temple in Sinope, or for 
Alexandria, it seems probable that the tradition which gave 
as its creator the well-known fourth-century sculptor, Bryaxis, 
preserves a true fact. 

So far as we to-day can see what happened, Ptolemy, 
whilst still only satrap of Egypt, though thinking already of 
Egypt as his permanent possession, conceived that it would 
be good if he could establish some form of religion for the 
country in which Greeks and Egyptians could be drawn to- 
gether. He had beside him, as advisers, Timotheus the 
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Athenian, a member of the priestly Eumolpid family, an 
authority on Greek religious practice, and the Egyptian priest, 
Manetho, who would speak with knowledge about Egyptian 
religion. And here it appeared that there was one Egyptian 
god, the Memphian Osiris-Apis, who was already invoked 
by the Greeks in Egypt under the name of Sarapis. Ptolemy 
laid hold of this as the nucleus of his new religion. 

To the Egyptians perhaps it hardly appeared as a new re-— 
ligion. When they spoke of Sarapis in their own tongue, he 
was Osir-Hapi still, as of old. Macrobius says that the 
Egyptians accepted the worship of Sarapis only under com- 
pulsion: one might observe, he says, that the temples of 
Sarapis in the case, not indeed of Alexandria, but of native 
Egyptian towns, were always outside the walls. Probably, 
as Wilcken contends, the idea that the Egyptians had resisted 
Sarapis-worship was simply a false inference from the fact 
noticed by Macrobius, or by some earlier Greek author, that 
the Serapeums in Egypt were usually outside the cities, on 
the edge of the desert. The real explanation of the fact was 
that these temples, having to do with a god of the dead, were 
built near the burying-places. 

When Sarapis had once been established by Ptolemy at 
Alexandria as a chief god for the Egyptian Greeks, and had 
been presented to them in the visible likeness of a Greek god, 
he came to receive attributes analogous to one or other of 
the ancestral Greek gods. He became especially assimilated 
to Asklepios as a god of healing. Sick men might sleep in 
his temple and receive instructions by dream regarding their 
case. So far as we know, there had been nothing of the kind 
in the case of the Memphian Osir-Hapi. But these attributes 
must have been quite early attached by the Greeks to Sarapis. 
An inscription has been found in the ruins of a little Greek 
temple built beside the paved way joining the Memphian 
Serapeum to the Anubieum, which by the shape of its letters 
can hardly be later than 300 or so B.c., and in this a Greek 
returns thanks to Sarapis for his healing, 

But although the Greeks made Sarapis in his images look 
like a Greek god and contaminated his worship with Hellen- 
istic elements, his Egyptian side was always conspicuous, 
even when his cult was carried through Greek lands overseas, 
in his close association with definitely Egyptian deities, with 
Isis, Anubis, Horus, and the Apis bull. As himself originally 
a form of Osiris, he usually in the Greek world supplants 
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Osiris altogether by the side of Isis, but occasionally Osiris 
appears as well. Wilcken points out that the Egyptian 
deities associated with Sarapis are just those which seem to 
have been associated with Osir-Hapi at the Memphian 
Serapeum. Geese, too, were offered to Sarapis, as they were 
not to any genuinely Greek god.1 


Fic. 9.—Sarapis 


From the bust in the Cairo Museum 


The cult of Sarapis was launched in a new temple, another 
and greater Serapeum, erected in Rakoti, the native quarter 
of Alexandria, to supersede the temple erected on this site 
by Alexander to Isis. The obelisks of that older temple 
continued to stand outside the precinct of the new temple. 
The architect was a Greek, Parmeniscus, and the style (so 
far as we can tell from descriptions and coins) was Greek, 


1 Wilcken, U. d. Pt. i. p. 461. 
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its impressive columned facade rising at the top of a long flight 
of steps. It counted as one of the most majestic temples 
of the Mediterranean world; only the Capitol at Rome, 
Ammianus says, can be put above it. Sarapis became the 
great god for Alexandria, for Egypt generally. Under 
Ptolemy III. we find the “ Royal Oath ’—that is, the oath 


Fic. 10.—Sarapis 


From the bust in the Cairo Museum 


prescribed by the government for use in the law-courts and 
in legal transactions—to be an oath by the kings, “ by Sarapis 
and Isis and all other gods and goddesses ’’—Sarapis and Isis 
are the only two deities singled out by name. But that from 
the very beginning, from the time when Ptolemy was only 
satrap of Egypt, the court at Alexandria showed special 
interest in the cult of the new god, can be shown by the in- 


48 PTOLEMAIC EGYPT 


scription put up by Arsinoe at Halicarnassus : “* With good 
fortune for Ptolemy the Saviour and God, Arsinoe erected 


the shrine to Sarapis and Isis. 


The inscription seems 


to belong to a time before Ptolemy had the title of king. 
Again, the Zeno papyri have shown us Sarapis-worship 


Fic. 11.—Sarapis 


From statue in the Museum at Alexandria 


actively carried on in the 
entourage of the court 
under Ptolemy II.? 

And then from Alex- 
andria the cult spread 
to other cities of the 
Greek world. ‘Temples 
of Sarapis, or of Sarapis 
and Isis, were built in 
one place after another, 
during the centuries 
which followed, round 
about the Mediterranean.® 
The cult received a fresh 
stimulus in the first 
century of our era, when 
the Imperial Court at 
Rome, from the Flavian 
Emperors onwards, used 
its influence to promote 
the worship of Sarapis 
and Isis in Rome and in 
the Empire.* 

Sarapis was not the 
only new deity whom the 
Macedonians and Greeks 
of Ptolemaic Egypt wor- 
shipped in addition to 
the gods of their fathers. 
The deification of men 


recently dead or still living was a feature of the Greek world 
after Alexander. It was a Hellenic development, not borrowed 
(as sometimes supposed) from an Oriental tradition. Even 
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in fifth-century Athens the idea of offering divine honours 
to men, as the expression of enthusiastic reverence or grati- 
tude, occurs as a figure of speech,! and in days when rational- 
ism was corroding the old religious awe, when theories were 
abroad which explained the traditional gods as men of an 
earlier age deified by imagination, it was easy to go from idea 
to practice, and use the forms of religious worship as a mode 
of flattery addressed to eminent men of the time. Old- 
fashioned religious people protested against the practice 
as impious, but it became common. It began in the Greek 
world even before Alexander. 

Alexander himself, as we have seen, was deified, probably 
by his own desire. And when his marshals, after his death, 
became the powers of the world whose favour Greek cities 
wished to gain, or to whom for some benefit bestowed they 
might feel a genuine wave of gratitude, they rushed into 
ascriptions of deity, the offering of sacrifice and incense, 
the establishment of priesthoods. ‘The next step was for the 
new Hellenistic courts themselves to establish a state-worship 
of deceased and living members of the royal families, as a 
mode by which their subjects throughout their kingdoms 
might show their loyalty. 

For the Greeks of Egypt, Alexander the Great had been 
a god from the beginning. The kings and queens of the 
house of Ptolemy soon came to be gods and goddesses 
as well. Educated Greeks no doubt regarded the official 
cult as merely a symbolic form. It had become so easy 
in those days to call a man a god without meaning very much 
by it. 

The worship of a dead man was much more in accord- 
ance with the ancestral religion of the Greeks than the 
newfangled worship of men still living. The soul of a 
dead man has any way passed into a mysterious world, 
and from quite early times Greeks had believed that 
the soul of a great personality might act for good or evil 
upon the living, very much as a god did. Worship of a 
kind slightly differing from the worship offered to gods 
had been offered to many powerful spirits of dead men 
under the name of heroes. A Greek city especially would 
often carry on a ritual worship or “ tendence” of its 
founder as a hero. It was therefore something quite accord- 
ing to traditional Greek practice that the city of Alexandria 

1 7Eschylus, Supplices, 980 ff. 
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should worship Alexander,! the step from worshipping a dead 
man as a hero to worshipping him as a god being a slight one. 
In these days, however, it was not only the dead Alexander who 
was worshipped by Greeks, it was also the living Ptolemy. 

It is important to distinguish between four different kinds 
of cults of which kings and queens of the house of Ptolemy 
were the object. There was (1) the worship offered to 
them in the Egyptian temples in Egyptian forms which had 
become traditional in the worship of the native Pharaohs. 
Such worship had been offered by the Egyptian priests to 
Alexander, and no doubt such worship was offered to Ptolemy 
from the moment he became king. ‘The Greeks had nothing 
to do with this Egyptian cult: what went on in Egyptian 
temples, what was written up in hieroglyphic script—all that 
lay outside their ken, though the court must have continued 
to make sure, through its native agents, that the Egyptian 
priests were giving the proper expressions of loyalty. ‘There 
was (2) the worship offered privately by Greeks in Greek 
forms—whether by single individuals, who might erect a 
shrine or an altar for the king or queen, or by voluntary 
associations who chose the king or queen as the deity, or as 
one of the deities, specially worshipped by the association. 
Such private worship might, of course, take any form the 
worshipper chose, and he was free to apply to the king or 
queen in question any epithets, ‘“‘ Saviour,” “‘ Benefactor,” 
etc., which expressed his homage, whether they were the 
official epithets or not. ‘There were (3) the cults established 
as city-cults by the nominally free Greek city-states in Egypt, 
Alexandria and Ptolemais, or by the Greek cities outside Egypt, 
which were within the Ptolemaic sphere of power, or which, 
like Athens and Rhodes, wished to show honour to the Greek 
rulers of Egypt. Lastly (4) there was the cult of Alexander 
established by the Ptolemaic government as a state institution 
for the whole of Egypt, with the annual priest by whom each 
year was dated in legal documents, of which we shall have 
more to say hereafter. During the reign of Ptolemy I. 
there was as yet no officially established cult of the reigning 
king—none, that is to say, for the Greeks, though Ptolemy was 
worsnipped as a god by individual Greeks and by Greek cities. 


' There may have been a cult of Alexander carried on by the city 
of Alexandria, quite distinct from the state-cult of Alexander, whose 
priests were eponymous for the kingdom. See Plaumann, Archiv, 
Wile, 1D) “Ffgpeae 
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The Rhodians, we read in Diodorus, after the frustration 
of Demetrius’ attempt to take the city of Rhodes in 304, 
showed their gratitude to Ptolemy in this manner. They sent 
an embassy to the Oasis of Siwah, “‘ to ask the oracle of Ammon 
whether he advised the Rhodians to honour Ptolemy as 
a god. The oracle answering Yes, they consecrated in their 
city a rectangular precinct and built along each side of it a 
colonnade: a stadium long; this precinct they named the 
Ptolemzum.”’ + 

Pausanias says that it was now that the Rhodians attached 
to Ptolemy, in his character of god, the surname by which he 
was afterwards to be known in history, Sotér, “‘ Saviour.” 2 
But the credit of having been the first to worship Ptolemy 
as a god is claimed in an inscription by the Confederation 
of the Cyclad Islands,? over which Ptolemy, as we have seen, 
had established a kind of protectorate in 308. And if the 
dedication made by Arsinoe, cited on page 48, really belongs 
to the years between 308 and 306, Ptolemy must already have 
been styled “‘ Saviour and God” before he lost control of the 
/Egean by his defeat at Salamis, and before he assumed the 
title of king. When a member of his family is found giving 
him the style of deity, we may be sure that courtiers in 
Alexandria did so too. In an inscription recently published, 
three Greeks who have been delivered from danger of some 
kind, do homage to king Ptolemy and queen Berenice as 
** Saviour Gods,” in fulfilment of a vow.4 

In 285 Ptolemy felt that the time was come for him to 
set his successor upon the throne. He was than an old man 
of eighty-two, whose life, since he went forth as a young man 
from his Balkan home, had been full of incredible adventures. 
He had led men to battle in Central Asia, amongst the hills of 
Afghanistan, and by the rivers of India; he had married a 
Persian princess in Susa, and he ended up as a Pharaoh to 
the Egyptians and a god to the Greeks. He had numerous 
children by his various wives and concubines. His first 
recorded wife is the Persian princess Artacama, whom he had 
married at that strange marriage festival at Susa in 324, when, 
at Alexander’s desire, a large number of his Macedonian 
and Greek officers took Persian wives. We never hear of 
Artacama again. Probably Ptolemy quietly discarded her 
after Alexander’s death, when he left Babylon for Egypt. 

1 Diod. xx. 100. 4. Palisa ta. Os 3 Michel, No. 373. 

4 Rubensohn, Archiv, v. (1913), p- 156. 
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If so, his action was a contrast to that of his friend Seleucus, 
whose Persian wife, Apama, married also on that occasion, 
remained with him permanently, and became the ancestress 
of the kings of the Seleucid dynasty—ancestress also, through 
a future dynastic marriage, of the last Ptolemies and Cleo- 
patras. Soon after Alexander’s death (perhaps not till after 
the settlement of Triparadisus in 321) Ptolemy made a 
political marriage with Eurydice, the daughter of old Anti- 
pater, who then held Macedonia. She bore him two sons, 
one of whom (probably the elder) was called Ptolemy, and 
at least two daughters, Ptolemais and Lysandra.! If Ptolemy 
did not marry her till 321, as Mahaffy supposed, she is not 
likely to have borne him more than four children, since 
Ptolemy must have married Berenice before 316—unless, 
indeed, Ptolemy continued to have children by Eurydice 
after he had married Berenice. In that year at latest, he 
married Berenice—a love-match this time. She was a Mace- 
donian lady, who had come to Egypt in Eurydice’s retinue, 
and had three children already by a former husband.2, We 
know of two children born to Ptolemy by Berenice—Arsinoe, 
born at latest in 315, since she was married to Lysimachus 
about 300, and a son called, like his elder half-brother, 
Ptolemy, born in 308 at Cos, when his father’s fleet ruled the 
/Egean. It seems probable, from the position given to her ~ 
later, that Philotera was also a daughter of Ptolemy and 
Berenice. Ptolemy had no legitimate wives in Egypt beside 
Eurydice and Berenice. Whether he divorced Eurydice 
before he married Berenice, or whether after 315 he had two 
wives concurrently, our sources do not say. ‘The later kings 
of the dynasty are never found with more than one legitimate 
wife at the same time, according to the universal practice 
of the Greek world. But the Macedonian kings before 
Alexander were apparently polygamous, and amongst 
Alexander’s successors Demetrius and Pyrrhus were poly- 


1 See page 36. 

2 A scholiast on Theocritus (xvii. 61) says that Berenice was a 
half-sister of Ptolemy’s, the daughter of Lagus by another wife, 
Antigone, who was a niece of Antipater’s. Bouché-Leclercq holds 
that this is all later fabrication, intended to make brother-and-sister 
marriage go back to the founder of the dynasty, and to secure for 
Berenice a noble pedigree. If her first husband, Philip, was, as 
Pausanias i, 7. 1 affirms, “a wholly unknown person of plebeian 
rank,” it is unlikely that Berenice herself was a great-niece of 
Antipater’s. a 
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gamous ; hence it is possible that the first Ptolemy was in 
this respect rather Macedonian than Greek. 

He probably had numerous concubines beside his legiti- 
mate wives. He had at one time a liaison with the celebrated 
Thais of Athens, a star of the Greek demi-monde, who had 
been present, according to one very doubtful story, at a 
celebrated banquet in Persepolis in 330, when the palace, 
at her instigation, was set on fire Ptolemy’s children by 
Thais were Leontiscus,? Lagus, and Irene. Possibly the 
text should be read “‘ Leontiscus called also Lagus.’’ Irene 
married Eunostus, king (or dynast) of Soliin Cyprus. Beside 
the children mentioned there are two sons named, whose 
mother we do not know—Meleager and Argeus. Since 
Meleager afterwards joins Ptolemy Keraunos in Macedonia, he 
might be conjectured to have been a son of Eurydice’s. In that 
case he must either have been a twin with one of Eurydice’s 
other four children, or Eurydice must have been married to 
Ptolemy before 321 or have borne him children after 316. 

If Ptolemy had followed the practice of Alexander and of 
ancient Egyptian kings who started new dynasties, he would 
have married an Egyptian of royal lineage to legitimatize 
his rule in the eyes of his native subjects. He did not do 
so. We only once hear of a Ptolemy having a native Egyptian 
woman even amongst his mistresses.* 

Ptolemy at the age of eighty-two wished to pass his power 
on to his successor, less, probably, because he desired rest 
than because he wanted to see his favourite son securely 
established upon the throne before he died. He had loved 
Berenice more than Eurydice, and although Eurydice’s son 
Ptolemy was the elder of the two, it was Berenice’s son 
Ptolemy whom his father determined to make king.! 


1] do not understand why Mahaffy should have thought it “ so 
improbable” that Ptolemy’s mistress Thais was the celebrated 
Thais of the story. 

2 See page 27. 

3 Letronne suggested that Thais might have been Egyptian, because 
her name might represent the Egyptian T'a-Isis (““ She-who-belongs- 
to Isis’). It is unsafe to build upon such coincidences of sound. 
Thais is definitely said to have been an Athenian; had she been 
Egyptian, the fact could hardly have failed to be noted. 

4 Strack’s theory, adopted by Mahaffy, that it was a rule of the 
Ptolemaic dynasty that the heir to the throne must be “ born in the 
purple,” and that the son of Eurydice was disqualified for this reason, 
is a pure invention, which there is nothing in any ancient text to 
support. 
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Possibly Eurydice had made herself odious, when her waiting- 
woman, Berenice, was exalted into her place. In 286 we 
find that Eurydice had left Egypt and was living at Miletus, 
her daughter Ptolemais with her. It was here that Deme- 
trius, driven from the throne of Macedonia, came at this 
time with his fleet and married Ptolemais, whom Ptolemy 
had promised to him some thirteen years before. 

Eurydice’s son Ptolemy remained in Egypt, still hoping 
to be his father’s successor. ‘The distinguished Athenian 
refugee, Demetrius of Phalerum, used the influence he had 
with the old king, in the elder son’s favour. No doubt a 
strong party amongst the Macedonians preferred the grand- 
son of old Antipater to the son of Berenice. But the old king’s 
attachment to Berenice and her children, even if Berenice 
herself was dead at this time, as seems probable,! resisted all 
pressure from the other side. Early in 284 B.c. the young 
Ptolemy, Berenice’s son, was proclaimed king in Alexandria. 
It seems more likely that the old Ptolemy associated his son 
with himself on the throne than that he divested himself of 
his own royalty.2, The son of Eurydice, Ptolemy nicknamed 
later on Keraunos, “ Thunderbolt,” found Egypt no longer 
a healthy place for him, and took refuge at the court of 
Lysimachus, who had now become king in Macedonia. 
Lysimachus’ queen was full sister to the young king of 
Egypt—Arsinoe, daughter of old Ptolemy and Berenice. 
But the full sister of Ptolemy Keraunos, Lysandra, daughter 
of Ptolemy and Eurydice, was the wife of Agathocles, Lysi- 
machus’ eldest son by a former wife, and heir apparent to the 
Macedonian throne. In order to secure the throne for her 
own son, Arsinoe, then a young woman of about twenty-one— 
one of those Macedonian princesses of masterful and daring 
spirit, shrinking from no violent deed which might further 
their purposes, a type of whom the famous Cleopatra was the 
last specimen—caused Agathocles to be put to death on a false 
charge, soon after Ptolemy Keraunos arrived in Macedonia. 
Lysandra, widowed, fled to the court of Seleucus, and 
Keraunos, her brother, went with her, or joined her there. 


' There is nothing certain about the date of Berenice’s death, but 
the fact that she is not mentioned in the dedication of Nicanor and 
Nicander (O.G. I. 21) almost proves that she was then no longer alive. 

* See Bouché-Leclercq, i. p. 99, note 2; Ernst Meyer, Unter- 


suchungen, p. 16. The Attic inscription cited by Mahaffy proves 
nothing. 
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The ambition of the old Seleucus to make himself lord of 
the whole empire of Alexander drew, at this time, the Mace- 
donian court and the Egyptian court together. It was, 
perhaps, at this moment that Agathocles’ sister or half- 
sister, a daughter at any rate of Lysimachus, herself called 
by the same name as her stepmother, Arsinoe, came from 
Macedonia to Egypt, to marry the young king.! 

A fresh storm was gathering in the world. But the old 
Ptolemy did not live to see it burst. He died, aged eighty- 
four, in 283 or 282 *—the only one, of all those great Mace- 
donian chiefs who had fought over the empire of Alexander, 
to die a natural death in his bed. So sure had been his 
foresight in Babylon forty years before, when he asked for 


Egypt. 


‘The date of this marriage is not precisely known. Bouché- 
Leclercq conjectures that it took place immediately after the young 
Ptolemy was proclaimed king. 

* He was certainly still alive in September 283 (Elephant. 4), and 
perhaps died in June or July 282. See Ernst Meyer, Untersuchungen 
2. Chronologie d. erst. Ptol. (1925), pp. 16, 67. 

[But see now ‘“‘ Corrections and Additions,” p. 386.] 
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THE SECOND PTOLEMY, “ PHILADELPHUS” 
(283-245 B.C.) 


THE young man of twenty-five who became sole king of 
Egypt in 283 or 282 B.c. is known in history as Ptolemy 
‘‘ Philadelphus.” This surname he never bore in his own 
lifetime. He was known to his contemporaries simply as 
‘Ptolemy the son of Ptolemy.” The name Ptolemy did 
not yet sound in their ears as the dynastic name of a long line 
of kings. It happened to be the personal name of a Mace- 
donian chief who had had the singular fortune to make him- 
self king of Egypt, and now the name of his son. There may 
have been no intention at this time that all the kings of this 
house, suppose it continued to rule Egypt, should be called 
Ptolemy. In the house of Antigonus there were several 
royal names—Antigonus, Demetrius, Philip; in the house of 
Seleucus there were at first two, Seleucus and Antiochus; 
later on, Demetrius and Philip were added, to show that 
Seleucid kings also represented by their blood the house of 
Antigonus. It may have been more or less an accident that 
the first kings of the house of Ptolemy were all called by the 
name of the founder of the line, and it may then have come 
to be established as the invariable rule. 

Ptolemy the son was of a very different character from 
Ptolemy the father. ‘The softening of fibre which became 
more pronounced in several of the later kings already showed 
itself in the son of the tough old Macedonian marshal. It 
was something of the contrast between David and Solomon, 
the magnificent voluptuary with intellectual and artistic 
interests succeeding the man of war. His education had been 


1 One might conjecture that the reason why the house of Ptolemy 
had only one dynastic name was because the name of Lagus was 
not sufficiently distinguished. It would otherwise have been natural 
for the first Ptolemy to give his son and successor the name of his 
father, as Seleucus and Demetrius did. 
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directed by Strato, one of the chief representatives of the 
school of Aristotle, and Ptolemy II.’s eager interest in geo- 
graphy and zoology was, no doubt, quickened by the attention 
devoted to scientific studies by Aristotle and his disciples. 
Yet probably the climate of Egypt had not yet changed the 
robust Macedonian stock in the second Ptolemy as far as 
it had done in later kings. He was of fair complexion,! an 
obvious European, probably of a ruddy corpulence ; there 
was plainly in the kings of this house an inherited tendency 
to grow fat in later life. Some constitutional weakness, or, 
it may be, too tender care for his own health, made him averse 
from bodily exertions? 

Often during his reign Egypt was at war, but the wars were 
carried on by Ptolemy’s generals and admirals. Only on an 
expedition up the Nile do we hear of Ptolemy II. going forth 
himself to war as his father had done, and as his contemporaries 
Antiochus I.- and Antigonus Gonatas did. His statecraft 
was soon confronted by new convulsions in the countries of 
the Eastern Mediterranean. In 281 the last two survivors of 
the generation of Alexander, both old men over eighty, 
‘Seleucus and Lysimachus, addressed themselves to their 
crowning fight. Lysimachus fell, and Seleucus was left with 
apparently no rival between him and the supreme position 
of Alexander. The situation was threatening for the young 
Ptolemy in Egypt. His half-brother Ptolemy Keraunos was 
with Seleucus, and it was plainly possible that Seleucus 
might support his claims to the Egyptian throne. ‘Then 
suddenly everything was plunged into confusion by Ptolemy 
Keraunos assassinating Seleucus on the Dardanelles. It 
relieved the situation for the king of Egypt. Seleucus had 
been the great danger, and the ambitions of Ptolemy 
Keraunos were now diverted from Egypt to Macedonia. 
Arsinoe, the widow of Lysimachus, full sister of Ptolemy II. 
and half-sister of Ptolemy Keraunos, was still in Macedonia, 
and she determined to secure the vacant throne for her infant 
son. She was little more than a girl, but she was also, as 
we have seen, a Macedonian princess, with not a little of 
the tigress. Yet Keraunos could outmatch her in cunning 
and ferocity. He first married her, and then murdered her 
child, the son of Lysimachus. Arsinoe took refuge in the 
sanctuary of Samothrace. And now came a new and frightful 


1 EavOoxduas (‘Theoc. xvii. 103). : ; 
2 Strabo, xvii. p. 789; /Elian, V.H. iv. 15. 
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complication—an irruption of masses of wild Gauls from 
beyond the Balkan into Macedonia, Greece, and Asia Minor. 
Ptolemy Keraunos perished in that barbaric deluge (280). 
There was a period of confused fighting in Macedonia, during 
which for two months another son of the old Ptolemy— 
Meleager—held the position of king, to disappear again into 
darkness. Another man, Antipater, the nephew of Cas- 
sander, who held the throne of Macedonia for a few months 
at this time, took refuge, after his overthrow, at Alexandria ; 
he was known there by his nickname of Etesias (the wind that 
blows for forty-five days), and a chance papyrus has revealed 
him as the patron of a certain maker of knuckle-bone dice.t 
In Asia Minor and Northern Syria, Antiochus I., the son 
of Seleucus and the Persian princess Apama, contrived to 
establish himself as king in his father’s place, though in 
Asia Minor his authority could now assert itself only in 
conflict with other new powers—native principalities here, 
Persian dynasties there, the Greek principality centred in 
Pergamon, and the roving hordes of Gauls. In the end, after 
the half-century of confusion which followed Alexander’s 
death, the Eastern Mediterranean world settled down into 
a fairly stable group of powers—in Macedonia, the house of 
Antigonus; in Northern Syria, a good part of Asia Minor, 
Mesopotamia, Babylonia, and Persia, the house of Seleucus ; 
in other parts of Asia Minor, the new local dynasties ; in Egypt, 
Palestine, Cyrene, and Cyprus, the house of Ptolemy. In 
Greece itself, in the islands and on the coasts of the Agean, 
on the Bosphorus and in the Black Sea, the old Greek city- 
states continued to have more or less freedom according as 
circumstances enabled them to stave off subjection to one or 
other of the monarchic powers. 

Between all these powers great political and military 
activity went on throughout the reign of the second Ptolemy. 
Macedonian Egypt was at the height of its power and glory. 
But the histories which would have given us a narrative of 
what this ancient Roi Soleil, his generals and ambassadors, 
did in the world, have perished. Only by the inadequate 
epitomes of later writers, incidental references and a few 
sporadic inscriptions, it is possible to trace a doubtful outline. 

‘The ambition of the house of Ptolemy to extend its dominion 
outside Egypt over certain regions of Asia, to be the strongest 
sea-power and intervene effectively in the politics of the Greek 

‘Edgar, Zeno Pap. 70, Ann. xxii. (1922), pp. 222 f.; cf. p. 231. 
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world, made it impossible for them to avoid foreign entangle- 
ments. Some time between 279 and 274 a stronger will than 
Ptolemy’s came to govern the policy of the Alexandrine 
court. His sister Arsinoe, for whom all prospect of being 
queen in Macedonia had now vanished, arrived in Egypt, 
perhaps with the formed intention of becoming queen in the 
house of her father. There was already a queen in Egypt, 
the other Arsinoe, the daughter of Lysimachus, wife of 
Ptolemy. ‘That, however, was not an obstacle to a woman 
like Arsinoe, the daughter of Ptolemy I. She had already 
in Macedonia, years before, swept Agathocles from her path 
by causing his father to kill him on 
a false charge. The other Arsinoe 
had already borne her husband 
three children—two sons, Ptolemy 
and Lysimachus, and a daughter, 
Berenice. She was now accused 
of conspiring against the king her 
husband’s life. "Two of her supposed 
accomplices—a certain Amyntas and 
a Rhodian called Chrysippus, her 
physician—were put to death and 
the queen herself banished to Coptos 
in Upper Egypt. 

Mahaffy was the first to point out 
an Egyptian stele, found at Coptos, ™ 
which refers to Arsinoe I. “It is Fic. 12.—Arsinoe Phila- 
the memorial of Sennukhrud, an ° , delphus (probably) 
Egyptian, who in an account of his From the bust in the 
life says he was her steward, and Museum at Alexandria 
for her rebuilt and beautified a 
shrine. . . . Though the lady is called ‘ the king’s wife, the 
grand, filling the palace with her beauties, giving repose to 
the heart of King Ptolemy,’ she is not qualified as loving her 
brother, and, what is perhaps more significant, her name is 
not enclosed in a royal cartouche, as a queen’s name should 
Be. ? 

Arsinoe, the daughter of Lysimachus, having been thus 
got rid of, Arsinoe, the daughter of Ptolemy I., took her 
brother Ptolemy to husband, and became queen of Egypt. 
The marriage of a full brother and sister was before unheard 
of in the Greek world, although quite common amongst the 

1 History, p. 75- 
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Egyptian natives, and according to the practice of the 
Pharaohs. Many people were scandalized. Arsinoe at this 
time was about forty ; she was in any case several years older 
than her brother=husband. But the Greeks had to remember 
that Ptolemy and Arsinoe were gods; the case of Zeus and 
Hera showed that what was incest for men was permissible 
for gods. 

Sotades, a Greek writer of indecent verses, famous at the 
time (hardly, as Mahaffy calls him, “like John the Baptist ’’), 
described the marriage in a coarse line as incestuous. Ac- 
cording to the story in Athenzeus, he fled from Alexandria 
immediately after having given it forth, but was caught by the 


Fic. 13.—Coin of Arsinoe Philadelphus (gold) 


king’s admiral, Patroclus, off the coast of Caria, and thrown 
into the sea in a leaden coffin. 

Arsinoe assumed, or was given, the surname of Phila- 
delphus (“ loving-her-brother’’).2 She probably had no 
hope of bearing any more children, and adopted apparently 
the children of the other Arsinoe.? It seems to have been 
an understood thing in the Greek world that the line hence- 


1 Plutarch, De lib. educ. 14, says he was thrown by Ptolemy into 
prison, where he pined for many years. Susemihl supposes he was 
first thrown into prison, and then escaped. This view would be 
confirmed by the fact that Patroclus did not become chief admiral 
apparently till some time after Arsinoe’s death. 

* 'The proof that Arsinoe was called Philadelphus during her lifetime 
is that inscriptions are found, trep Apa dns diiadédpou (O.G.I. i. p. 648 ; 
Wilcken, Archiv, iii. p. 318). Bouché-Leclercq (iv. p. 313) disputes 
the inference on the ground that, although dedications were not made 
“on behalf of”? the dead, Arsinoe, as a goddess, was not dead. But 
can one conceive dedications “‘ on behalf of ” a deity ? 

3 Schol. ad Theocr. xvii. 128. 


THE SECOND PTOLEMY, “ PHILADELPHUS ” 61 


forward followed by the Egyptian court in foreign policy 
was drawn by the firm hand of Arsinoe Philadelphus. What 
Ptolemy himself felt about it all no one will ever know. He 
made a great show of devotion to Arsinoe after her death, 
but that proves little. Even if he had not the feelings of a 
lover for his sister, he may have sincerely mourned the loss 
of her strong directing intelligence. For the rest, he had 
many mistresses to amuse him. 

If we can go by the order of Pausanias’ brief statement, 
it was under the drastic régime of Arsinoe Philadelphus that 
inconvenient members of the royal family were cleared away. 
Ptolemy’s brother Argzeus was put to death on the charge - 
of conspiring against him. With Arsinoe in command one 
never knows whether such charges were true or fabricated. 
Then another half-brother, a son of Eurydice’s (we are not 
told his name), was accused of stirring up trouble in Cyprus, 
and put to death. 

The Ceele-Syrian Question now entailed almost permanent 
antagonism between the house of Seleucus and the house of 
Ptolemy. It came to actual war probably in the spring of 
276 B.c., when Ptolemy invaded Syria, as we know by a Baby- 
lonian cuneiform inscription.! This is what modern historians 
have labelled the “‘ First Syrian War.” It is impossible 
to write any history of it. Only points in it here and there 
receive a doubtful illumination. Pausanias_ says_ briefly 
that the Egyptian forces, by striking here and there at different 
points over the far-spread-out Seleucid realm, prevented 
Antiochus from ever attacking Egypt itself. There was 
evidently some apprehension in Egypt of an attack. ‘The stele 
of Pithom mentions a visit of Ptolemy to Heroénpolis (‘Tell 
Maskhutah), on the Isthmus of Suez, in January 273, to inspect 
the arrangements for defence. Arsinoe, as might be expected, 
came with him; she was probably the real inspector. On 
the Ptolemaic side our two accounts of the war are, unfor- 
tunately, one a hieroglyphic inscription, now in the Louvre, 
composed largely of the traditional phrases coming down from 
days when Pharaohs invaded Asia, and the other the passage of 
a poem composed by Theocritus to win favour at Alexandria. 

The stele put up by the priests at Sais tells us that 
Ptolemy “ received the tribute of the cities of Asia,” that 
he chastised the nomads of Asia, cut off quantities of 
heads and shed blood in floods, that his enemies in vain 

1 Sidney Smith, Babylonian Historical Texts (1924), p. 152. 
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arrayed against him innumerable ships of war, horses, and 
chariots, ‘“‘ more than those possessed by the princes of 
Arabia and Pheenicia,” that he had celebrated his triumph by 
festivals, and that the crown of Egypt had been firm upon 
his head. Whatever course the war beyond the frontiers had 
taken, the phrases used by the priests would not have been 
very different. What Theocritus says, after extolling the 
greatness of Ptolemy’s principal possession, Egypt, is : 

“Aye, and he cuts off for himself portions of Pheenicia 
and Arabia and Syria and Libya and of the black Ethiopians. 
He gives commands to all the Pamphylians and the Cilician 
spearmen, and to the Lycians and the war-loving Carians 
and to the isles of the Cyclades, since his ships are the best 
that sail over the waves—yea, all the sea and the land and 
the sounding rivers have Ptolemy for their king ”’ (xvii. 86-92). 

The Babylonian inscription claims that in 276 the Seleucid 
army routed the Ptolemaic army in Syria. It may have been 
now that Antiochus recaptured Damascus from the Ptolemaic 
general Dio.1 Ptolemy’s hold upon Pheenicia seems to have 
been firm. At Sidon, on the death of king Eshmunazar II. 
(280 B.c. ?), Ptolemy had installed as king his chief admiral, 
Philocles, possibly, as Clermont-Ganneau thought, a Hellen- 
ized Pheenician ; but Philocles may have died before the war 
began.” 

Tyre, which, owing to the disasters come upon it during 
the last sixty years, had sunk to be a mere dependency of 
Sidon, begins a new era as an independent city in 274-273, 
indicating some change due to Ptolemaic policy in Pheenicia 
at the time of the First Syrian War.’ ‘Tripolis is shown as 
Ptolemaic in 258-257.4 

A little more can be extracted from the panegyric of the 
Greek poet than from that of the Egyptian priests. Where 
Theocritus mentions peoples of the coast of Asia Minor 
and the /Egean Islands as subject to Ptolemy, this must really 
mean that in the naval part of the war the Egyptian fleet was 
successful in inducing many seaboard cities in Cilicia, 
Pamphylia, Lycia, and Caria to acknowledge Ptolemaic 
supremacy. ‘These were conquests of the second Ptolemy 
in a region where the Ptolemaic forces, operating from the 
sea, could counter the Seleucid armies coming down from 

1 Polyeen. iv. 15. * See W. W. Tarn, 7.4.S. xi. (1911), 251 ff. 

5 Bouché-Leclercq, iv. p. 308. 

4P.S.I. 495 (cf. Archiv, vi. p. 399). 
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_ the hinterland. The supremacy of Ptolemy over the Con- 


federation of the Cyclades, on the other hand, was not some- 
thing new ; it was inherited by the second Ptolemy from his 
father ; only the accession of Samos to the Confederation 
about 280 meant an extension of Ptolemy’s sea-power. 
Miletus, still a port of consequence, on the coast of Asia 
Minor, seems to have passed under the control of Ptolemy 
even before the outbreak of the First Syrian War, as 
early as 279-278.' At the neighbouring shrine of Didymz 
we find a statue of Ptolemy’s sister Philotera put up by the 
Milesian demos.* Halicarnassus appears as a Ptolemaic 
possession in 258—257.3 

In Crete, Ptolemaic power had a firm hold, where its 
relations seem to have been particularly close with the city of 
Itanus. Patroclus is mentioned in an inscription as strategos 
in the island,* possibly at a later date in connexion with his 
command in the Chremonidean War, or later still. 

The trouble in which Egypt was involved by the Syrian 
War was complicated by another revolt of the Cyrenaica. 
This time it was Ptolemy’s half-brother Magas, viceroy of 
the country since 308, who declared himself independent, 
and set out to invade Egypt (summer of 274). He had 
to turn back, because the Libyan nomads, the Marmaridz, 
rose in his rear. ‘The Egyptian army was prevented 
from taking advantage of this circumstance by a revolt in 
Egypt of the four thousand wild Gauls who had been engaged 
as mercenaries. ‘There must have been terror for the moment 


_at Alexandria, so that it seemed like a great victory when 


the Gauls were somehow manceuyred on to an island in the 
Nile, and there cut off and left to die of starvation. What 
part the unwarlike king had in the business we do not know, 
but it was afterwards the sole action which a court poet 
could attribute to the second Ptolemy as a brilliant feat of 
arms. The Cyrenaica remained for the present detached from 
Egypt. Magas married a daughter of Antiochus I., called 
Apama after her Persian grandmother, and exchanged the 
style of viceroy for that of king. It meant an entente be- 
tween Magas and the Seleucid against Ptolemy. 

In 272-271 Antiochus made a peace, which left the balance 
of gain in the war on the Egyptian side ; beside the failure 
of his arms, he may have been moved by an outbreak of 


1 Rehm, Das Delphinium in Milet, p. 263. 
SOWELL Abe 3 Zeno Pap., Nos. 67, 68, ON Croll HG 
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plague which seems to have occurred at this moment in 
Babylonia. ; 
Arsinoe Philadelphus was a power whose goodwill many 
men in those days found it wise to conciliate. “*‘ Of no other 
queen do we find so many memorials in various parts of the 
Greek world. She was honoured with statues at Athens and 
Olympia. ... The honours done to her in Samothrace 
and Beeotia, where a town Arsinoe is named, may have been 
during her early life, when she was queen of Thrace. But 
beside these, we have votive inscriptions in her honour from 
Delos, Amorgos, Thera, Lesbos, Cyrene, Cyprus, Oropus, 
and doubtless yet more will be found. The dedications 
to her in Egypt are numerous, and are only the formal part 
of the many exceptional honours heaped upon her by her 
husband. ‘There seems to have been a statue of her, seated 


Fic. 14.—Coin, with the Gods Adelphi on obverse, and the 
Gods Soteres on reverse 


upon an ostrich, at Thespiz in Greece. Though not a co- 
regent in the sense that some later queens were (as we shall 
see in due time), she was associated in every titular honour 
with the king. It is noted by Wilcken (Pauly-Wissowa) 
from Naville’s transcription of the Pithom stele, that the 
Egyptian priests had even assigned her a throne-name in 
addition to her ordinary cartouche, an honour quite excep- 
tional for a queen. We have many coins issued with her 
effigy only, as well as those with the king her brother, as 
Gods Adelphi. She was deified together with him, and 
gradually declared co-templar (symnaos) with the gods of the 
great shrines throughout Egypt ” (M.).1 


1Sir F. Petrie has recently got a foundation deposit, with two 
cartouches, “ Sat Amen ”’ (“‘ Daughter of Amen ’’) and ‘“ Arsinoe,”’ 
on the back of Philadelphus cartouches. He thinks that these may 
be cartouches of Arsinoe I. 
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In July 269 Arsinoe died. A hieroglyphic inscription 
records, in the phraseology of the priests, that in the month 
of Pachon of the fifteenth year of King Ptolemy, “ this goddess 
departed to the sky; she was reunited to the members of 
Ra.” + The reign of Ptolemy IJ. enters upon a new epoch. 
Some two and a half years later? the documents begin to 
show a younger Ptolemy, the “son ” of Ptolemy II., associ- 
ated with his father upon the throne. One would say without 
hesitation that this was his son by the other Arsinoe, the 
future Ptolemy Euergetes, who succeeded him, were it not 
that the name of this younger associated king disappears 
from the documents some time between May and November 
258. Hence a problem, upon which historians are still at 
variance. ‘Three hypotheses have been put forward : (1) the 
joint-king of the papyri was an otherwise unknown son of 
Ptolemy II. and Arsinoe Philadelphus, who died in 258. 
This is in direct contradiction to the Scholiast on Theocritus, 
who says that Arsinoe Philadelphus died without children, 
and adopted the children of the other Arsinoe, and the Scholi- 
ast is confirmed by the documents of the reign of Ptolemy 
III., who, although without question the son of the other 
Arsinoe, is always described as the son of the “‘ Brother-and- 
Sister Gods”’ (Geoi ddeAgoi)3 (2) The joint-king was the 
son of Arsinoe Philadelphus by her first husband Lysi- 
machus. He had escaped when her other son was murdered 
by Ptolemy Keraunos, had come with her to Egypt and been 
adopted by Ptolemy II. as his heir. His disappearance in 
259-258 is due to his death. This is the hypothesis preferred 
by Beloch amongst others, but this, too, is really incompatible 
with the statement of the Scholiast, and, fragmentary as our 
sources are, it is hardly conceivable that no notice of so 
striking an event as the designation of a son of Lysimachus 
as heir to the Egyptian throne should appear in any ancient 
author. (3) The joint-king was the future Ptolemy III., 


1 Ernst Meyer, Untersuchungen, pp. 64, 65. [But see p. 386.] 

2 A demotic papyrus, in which the joint-king appears, seems to have 
a date corresponding with Jan. 26, 266. Hibeh 100, a month and a 
half earlier, has not got him. See Bouché-Leclercq, iv. p. 310. 

8 Sir F. Petrie says: ‘‘ Why should not Arsinoe II. at forty have 
had a child? Cannot Euergetes be her son, as he says—in spite 
of the Scholiast ?”’ It appears to me that, since the Scholiast probably 
drew his material from the literary tradition of the Alexandrine 
Museum, a definite statement of this kind on a salient point of 
Ptolemaic history is not lightly to be rejected. 
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and his disappearance in 259-258 is due to some cause un- 
known. Mahaffy thought that he left Egypt in that year 
to reside in Cyrene as viceroy. (‘This view is taken not only 
by Mahaffy but by Bouché-Leclercq and Grenfell.) But it is 
an objection to this view that the years of Ptolemy III. are 
afterwards reckoned from Nov. 247, when he was associa- 
ated, on this hypothesis, a second time with his father on the 
throne, whereas, according to the precedent of Ptolemy II. 
himself, one would have expected his years to be reckoned 
from his first association in the throne. 

Perhaps a fourth hypothesis may be suggested, as open 
to least objection and the simplest of all—that the joint-king 
of 266-258 was an elder brother of Ptolemy III. (Euergetes), 
a son of Ptolemy II. by Arsinoe I., that he died in 258, and 
consequently left no mark in history. Any theory which 
makes the joint-king a son of Arsinoe II. (whether by Lysi- 
machus or by Ptolemy) entails absurd consequences, which 
Beloch and others do not seem to have thought out. We should 
have to suppose that, although Arsinoe II. up to her death was 
trying to oust the son of Ptolemy II. and Arsinoe I. from the 
throne, in favour of her own son, and although for eleven 
years after her death Euergetes remained excluded from the 
throne by this machination of his stepmother’s, he, never- 
theless, when he came to the throne, always officially called 
himself a son of his stepmother, not of his real mother! For 
that he did always officially call himself a son of Ptolemy II. 
and Arsinoe II. (the ‘“‘ Brother-and-Sister Gods ”’) is the one 
thing fixed in the midst of these uncertainties. Even if 
Arsinoe II. had adopted the children of Arsinoe I. before 
she died, in addition to her own son by Lysimachus, Euergetes 
would hardly have thought of his stepmother gratefully. 
And that Arsinoe II. would have adopted the sons of Arsinoe 
I. and maintained them in their position at court, if she was 
all the time trying to oust them (the real heirs) from the throne 
in favour of a son of her own (who, if his father was Lysi- 
machus, had no claim to the Ptolemaic inheritance)—that 
surely is not like Arsinoe Philadelphus! The only hypo- 
thesis which makes the action of Euergetes intelligible 
in calling himself a son of the Theot Adelphoi, is that he 
really had been adopted (as the Scholiast says all the children 
of Arsinoe I. were) by Arsinoe II., and that no attempt had 
been made by Arsinoe II. to defraud him of his inheritance. 
But there is no chronological difficulty in the supposition 
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that Arsinoe I. had a son older than Euergetes, who was 
_ adopted, like her other children, by Arsinoe II., and associated 
with his father on the throne from 266 to 258, that he then 
died prematurely, and left his brother, Ptolemy Euergetes, 
as the next heir, to be in turn associated with his father in 247. 

The next war in which Egypt was involved is labelled the 
““Chremonidzan War,” after the Athenian Chremonides, 
who led the revolt in Greece against Macedonia. The enemy 
for Ptolemy this time was the house of Antigonus, represented 
by the king of Macedonia, Antigonus Gonatas, the son of 
Demetrius the Besieger. An anti-Macedonian League had 
been formed by a number of the old illustrious cities of 
Greece, headed by Athens and Sparta, who saw an oppor- 
tunity of recovering the liberty lost a century before. ‘This 
league Ptolemy joined, “carrying out the policy,” says an 
Attic inscription, “ of his sister.’1 Even after her death, 
the mind of Arsinoe continued to rule at Alexandria. The 
war was opened by Athens throwing off the Macedonian 
yoke (end of 266 B.c.).2 Great hopes were evidently built 
by the Greeks upon the support of Egypt, whose fleet 
dominated the Aigean. Never in its history was Egypt 
more true to the character once given it bya Hebrew prophet 
—of being a“ broken reed.” Antigonus invested Athens and 
held up the Spartans at the Isthmus. And all the time the 
Egyptian fleet under Ptolemy’s admiral Patroclus rode off the 
little island, afterwards called “‘ Patroclus’ Island,” close to the 
Attic coast, and did nothing effectual. Patroclus, of Mace- 
donian race himself, excused himself by saying that his 
marine troops consisted only of native Egyptians. Perhaps 
the invasion of Macedonia at this moment by Alexander of 
Epirus (the son and successor of Pyrrhus) was a success 
for Ptolemy’s diplomacy; but, if so, it was a useless success, 
since the Egyptian forces were incapable of taking advantage 
of it. Antigonus was able to recover Macedonia and crush 
Epirus without raising the. siege of Athens. The king of 
Sparta, who tried to break through to the help of Athens, fell 
on the battlefield. In the end, Athens had to surrender (261). 
Chremonides and his brother Glaucon took refuge in Egypt, 
where Glaucon held the eponymous priesthood of Alexander 
and the Brother-and-Sister Gods in 255-254 B.C., as a 
papytus has recently shown.? The Chremonidzan War was a 

1 Michel, 130. 2 Ferguson, Hellenistic Athens, p. 177. 
3 Edgar, Zeno Pap., No. 36, Ann. xix. (1919), Pp. 34, 35: 
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miserable exhibition of incapacity or timidity or dilettantism 
on Ptolemy’s part. Perhaps, if Arsinoe had still been alive, 
to supervise her brother’s carrying out of her policy. ! 
The years between the Chremonidzan War and the ac- 
cession of Antiochus III. to the Seleucid throne in 223 are 
some of the most obscure of Greek history, since none of the 
historical works which dealt with them have survived, and we 
can only piece together some general idea.of them from occa- 
sional references in later writers and a few casual inscriptions 
and papyri. In the A®gean the outstanding fact of the years 
which immediately followed the Chremonidean War was a 
struggle between Egypt and Macedonia for command of the 
sea. So much is certain. We also know that two signal 
sea-fights took place—the battle of Cos and the battle of 
Andros—and that in the first of these Antigonus Gonatas 
defeated the Egyptian fleet. There is also a sea-fight off 
Ephesus in which the Egyptian fleet, commanded by Chre- 
monides, was defeated by a Rhodian fleet, Rhodes being 
presumably allied with Macedonia. But whether it was 
Antigonus Gonatas or his nephew and successor Antigonus 
Doson who fought at Andros, and whether the two battles 
occurred when Ptolemy IT. or when Ptolemy III. was king 
of Egypt, and whether Andros was a defeat or (as Mahaffy 
thought) a victory for Egypt, and when the battle of Ephesus 
took place, are matters on which there is no general agree- 
ment. In an important inscription published by Rehm,! 
we see Miletus, at a certain moment in the reign of Ptolemy 
II., holding fast for Ptolemy, but hard pressed by war, on 
land and on sea; and since the inscription seems to belong to 
262 or one of the two following years, and it is hard to see how 
Miletus could have been pressed by an enemy at sea, unless 
the Egyptian sea-power had been already weakened, Rehm 
argues that the battle of Cos must have taken place—that is, 
just before, or just after, the capitulation of Athens. Inscrip- 
tions make it plain that for a certain period the Ptolemaic 
protectorate over the federation of the Cyclades were replaced 
by a Macedonian one (from about 260 to 247, according to 
Kolbe),? though before the death of Ptolemy II. Egypt 
had probably recovered its position there, since the Adulis 


1 Das Delphinion in Milet, p. 263. But see “ Corrections and 
Additions,” p. 386. 

* Gétt. Gelehrt. Anz. for 1916, p. 458. Marieluise Fritze, Der 
ersten Ptolemder und Griechenland (Halle, 1917). 


THE SECOND PTOLEMY, “ PHILADELPHUS ” 69 


Inscription puts the Cyclades amongst the dependencies 
which Ptolemy III. inherited from his father, not amongst 
those he acquired by conquest. ° 

In the Milesian inscription just referred to, Ptolemy II. 
in his letter to Miletus speaks of the favourable report of 
their, loyalty sent him by his ‘‘son and Callicrates [chief 
admiral in the /Egean from about 274 to 266] and the other 
Friends [z.e. persons attached to the Ptolemaic court] who 
are with you.”” Who is this son? ‘Those who believe in the 
fiction of the son of Lysimachus and Arsinoe Philadelphus, 
adopted by Ptolemy IJ., and identical with ‘‘ Ptolemy the 
bastard,” who commands for Ptolemy II. at some time after 
261 in Ephesus, are naturally disposed to claim the son of 
the Milesian inscription as another appearance of this same 
man. Here, it is said, you find him commandant in Miletus. 
(One may observe that the inscription never says that the 
son held any command in Miletus ; its language would be 
quite compatible with the supposition that the young prince 
was simply making a tour of inspection through the Ptolemaic 
dependencies and visiting Miletus on his way.) If, on the 
other hand, the suggestion I have put forward—that the 
associated king of 266 to 258 was an elder son of Ptolemy II. 
‘and Arsinoe I.—be accepted, he would naturally be the “ son” 
of the Milesian inscription. But it is certainly possible that 
the ‘son ”’ of the inscription was identical with ‘‘ Ptolemy the 
bastard.” 

Since the end of the First Syrian War, the internal troubles 
of the Seleucid realm had prevented it from taking any strong 
action in the Mediterranean. In 261 Antiochus I. (Soter) 
fell in battle against Eumenes IJ. of Pergamon, and was 
succeeded by his son Antiochus II. (Theos). ‘The new 
Seleucid king, some time after his accession, believed himself 
strong enough to try to recover from Ptolemy the losses which 
his house had suffered in the First Syrian War. A war be- 
tween. Egypt and Syria seems to have broken out which 
modern scholars have decided to call the “ Second Syrian 
War.” Of its dates and course and extent we know even 
less than we do about those of the First Syrian War. Jerome 
says vaguely that Antiochus “fought with the whole military 
force of Babylon and the East.”’! But he certainly did not 
succeed in detaching Ccele-Syria from Egypt; perhaps he did 


1“ Totis Babylonis atque Orientis viribus dimicavit”’ (Jerome on 
Daniel, xi.). 
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not penetrate into the coveted province. There must have 
been a complicated struggle of fighting and diplomatic 
intrigue along the coast of Asia Minor, where the Egyptian 
fleet could not operate as effectively as before, now that it 
had lost command of the seas. Antigonus of Macedonia had 
probably an entente with Antiochus II., with whom he was 
connected by two dynastic marriages. Miletus about this 
time is found in the possession of an adventurer called 
Timarchus who made himself tyrant of the city, and perhaps 
also got hold of Samos. He was certainly no friend to 
Antiochus, since it was the suppression of 'Timarchus which 
earned for Antiochus II., from the grateful Milesians, the 
surname of ‘“‘ God.” Nor does he seem to have been 
friendly to Egypt, since he allied himself against Ptolemy with 
Ptolemy’s bastard, a young man who also bore the name of 
Ptolemy. In the course of this war apparently Egypt had 
got hold of Ephesus, and the king of Egypt had put this 
illegitimate son of his in command there. Ptolemy the 
bastard revolted against his father in collusion with Timarchus, 
but was before long killed by his ‘Thracian mercenaries.t 

In 253, probably after these events, Ephesus is proved by 
an inscription to have been in Seleucid hands.2 It was 
certainly one of the residences of the Seleucid court at the end 
of the reign of Antiochus II. From the fact that Cilicia 
and Pamphylia, which are mentioned by Theocritus as 
subject to Ptolemy II., are not mentioned in the Monument 
of Adulis amongst the possessions inherited by Ptolemy III. 
from his father, it has been inferred that the places conquered 
in this region during the First Syrian War were lost in the 
Second Syrian War. 

In the end Ptolemy II. and Antiochus II. made peace 
(end of 252 B.c.). It was probably considered at Alexandria 
a triumph for Ptolemy’s diplomacy. Antiochus agreed to 
take as his wife and queen, Ptolemy’s daughter, Berenice. 
He already had a wife, Laodice, who had borne him two 
sons, but he agreed to repudiate her, or keep her in Asia 
Minor, at Sardis or Ephesus, whilst Berenice was to be queen 
at Antioch. ‘The elderly king escorted his daughter in state 
as far as Pelusium.? This fact, taken by itself, might seem 
an indication that Ccle-Syria was included in Berenice’s 
dowry, so that Pelusium had become the frontier-town. We 

1 Athenzeus, xiii. 5930. 
* Haussoullier, Milet, p. 83. 8 Jerome on Daniel, xi. 
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now know, however, that this was not so. In the archive of 
Zeno there is a letter written by the house-steward of Apol- 
lonius the diotketes from Pheenicia in the spring of 251 B.c., 
saying that Apollonius is approaching Sidon with the retinue 
“escorting the queen to the frontier,” 1 which was therefore 
still north of Ccele-Syria. Whether the dowry included any 
cession of territory at all, we cannot say. Its vastness, at 
any rate, gained for this Berenice the appellation of pherno- 
Phoros. Ptolemy, we are told, sent his daughter after her 
marriage a regular supply of Nile water, which was supposed 
to promote fertility. When Berenice, in due course, bore 
Antiochus a son, Ptolemy might consider the house of Seleucus 
firmly attached to Egypt. ‘The future king of Asia would 
be his grandson. That he lived to see the tragedy which 
shattered his plan now seems to be made probable. 

There are other directions in which the policy of the 
Ptolemaic court outside Egypt may be discovered during the 
reign of Ptolemy II. In 273, when Rome was engaged in 
war with Pyrrhus of Epirus, an embassy from Alexandria 
arrived in Italy, to offer Rome the friendship of the house 
of Ptolemy. It is the first time that the new Power rising in 
the West appears on the horizon of Egypt. Alexandria, no 
doubt, by its extending commerce, was already at this date 
forming connexions all over the Mediterranean. In 273 
Arsinoe Philadelphus had still her hand upon the helm. In 
264, when the First Punic War began between Rome and 
Carthage, Carthage applied to her African neighbour for a 
loan. In those years, after Arsinoe’s death, the Alexandrine 
court could be trusted to do the right thing when the right 
thing was to sit still. Perhaps in this case it was the wisest 
policy to be strictly neutral. Ptolemy refused to give the 
Carthaginians the loan they asked for. Both sides, he said, 
were his friends. He would be happy to give his services 
as mediator, if they were required. 

It is certainly noteworthy, if a papyrus of 252-251 B.C. 
is read right, that “‘ Dinnus [or ‘ Dinnius ’] a Roman ” appears 
as a soldier serving in Ptolemy’s army *—an individual Roman 
attracted to adventure overseas by the prospects of service 
under the great king of Egypt. j 

Palestine, as we have seen, was a dependency of great im- 
portance to the king of Egypt. The Zeno papyri exhibit 

1 Edgar, Zeno Pap., No. 42, Ann. xix. (1920), p. 91 f. 
2H. I. Bell in Archiv, vii. (1923), pp. 20, 26. 
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the extensive trade connexions between Greeks in Egypt and 
the country south of the Lebanon—the country which supplied 
olive-oil, and live stock, and slaves. Ptolemaic rule stamped 
itself upon the country in the new names given to various 
towns. Near the southern end of the Sea of Galilee there was 
a Philotera; in the Lebanon valley above Damascus there 
was an Arsinoe. Stephen of Byzantium says that there was 
also another Arsinoe somewhere in Syria, and a Berenice. 
But the chief seat of Ptolemaic rule in Palestine was the old 
town on the coast called Akko in the Old Testament and 
Acre to-day, but then renamed Ptolemais, a name which it 
continued to bear in Roman times. ‘The little Jewish state 
on the hills—Jerusalem and the country round it—was 
allowed to go on living its own life, as tributary to Ptolemy. 

The Zeno papyri give us a glimpse of Ptolemaic rule 
under Ptolemy II. in Transjordania, or, as it was then called, 
the Ammonite country—in Greek, Ammanitis. We knew 
already that its capital — Rabbath-Ammon in the Old 
Testament, Amman to-day—was renamed Philadelphia 
after the great queen. ‘The papyri show us a local sheikh, 
Tubias—that is, in Hebrew, Tobiah—as the commander of 
a cavalry corps in the Ptolemaic service. ‘The troopers of the 
corps have allotments of land (kleroz) assigned them, pre- 
sumably in Ammanitis, just as the soldiers of the regular army 
havein Egypt. Of the three members of the corps who appear 
in a deed of sale, two are described as “‘ Persians,” one as a 
““ Macedonian.” The sale takes place in “ Birta of the 
Ammanitis ”: Birta is the Aramaic for “ fortress.” 

Tubias corresponds with king Ptolemy in terms which 
suggest one potentate addressing another. His letter, 
accompanying the dispatch of a number of animals to Alex- 
andria—perhaps for the royal menagerie—runs, without any 
phraseological trimmings : 

“To king Ptolemy, Tubias, greeting. I have sent you 
two horses, six dogs, one hybrid ass (wild ass crossed with 
domestic ass), two white Arabian beasts of burden, two colts 
of half-wild-ass stock, one wild ass colt. Good-bye.” ! 

Putting together other statements from the Old Testament 
and Josephus, in which the name Tobiah occurs, it seems likely 
that Ptolemy’s cavalry commander was the head of a powerful 
local family, which had its seat in Ammanitis, and, being 
linked with the priestly aristocracy in Jerusalem, had become 

1 Zeno Pap. 13. 
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half-Jews. Tobiah the Ammonite of the Book of Nehemiah, 
who had married a daughter of the Jewish High Priest, and 
whom Nehemiah roughly chased out of Jerusalem, was prob- 
ably an ancestor of the Ptolemaic Tubias. The name 
Tobiah (‘‘ Jehovah is good”’) is specifically Jewish ; so is the 
name Ananias, borne, curiously enough, by the father of 
one of the “ Persians ”’ serving in the cavalry corps. Later 
on, in the days of Antiochus Epiphanes, the “ sons of Tobiah ” 
play a part in the strife of factions at Jerusalem. One of 
them, Hyrcanus, had in 183 B.c. withdrawn to a rock- 
fortress of his own in the Ammonite country. To-day in 
Transjordania galleries hewn out of the rock, which might 
serve for fortresses—they have stalls for more than a hundred 
horses—may still be seen. Over the entrance to one of them 
the name Tobiah (in Hebrew characters) can be descried.t 

The kind of slaves for which there was a demand in rich 
Greek households in Egypt were got from Syria and Palestine. 
One of our papyri is a contract by which Tubias sells to Zeno 
a slave-girl called Sphragis.2 Another shows us Tubias 
sending to Apollonius the diotketes a young eunuch and four 
“ black-eyed ” slave-boys.? 

At Cyrene there were fresh developments in the latter 
years of the second Ptolemy’s reign.4 ‘These events were no 
doubt connected with what was happening elsewhere—in 
Macedonia and Greece, in the A®gean, in the Seleucid realm. 
But what the connexion was can now be only a matter of 
very hazardous conjecture, the chronology upon which con- 
jectures must rest being itself highly conjectural. When 
Magas died, old and portentously fat, after a reign in Cyrene, 
first as viceroy and than as king, of fifty years,° he left a widow, 
the Seleucid princess Apama, and a daughter called, like 
her grandmother and like her cousin, Berenice (about 259— 
258 B.c.). Before his death he had come to an agreement 
with his half-brother, the king of Egypt, that his daughter 
and heiress, Berenice, should marry Ptolemy’s son, the heir- 
apparent to the Egyptian throne. That would be a happy 
way of reuniting Cyrene to Egypt. After his death, however, 
Apama, who naturally inclined rather to the side of the Syro- 
Macedonian entente than to the side of Egypt, sent to Mace- 


1Gressmann, Sitzungsb. d. Akad. d. Wiss. (Berlin) for 1921, pp. 
663 ff. 

2 Zeno Pap. 3. 3 Zeno Pap. 84. 4 See Additional Note, p. 387. 

5 See the discussion of the date in Tarn, Antigonos, pp. 449 ft. 
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donia to procure a husband from that quarter for Berenice. 
The husband was Demetrius the Fair, a half-brother of the 
king Antigonus Gonatas and a son of Ptolemy’s half-sister 
Ptolemais. He was, indeed, so fair that, when he arrived, 
Apama could not resign him to her daughter. Although 
officially he was Berenice’s husband, he was actually Apama’s 
paramour. In the bold and masterful assertion of her 
passions and her ambitions, Apama was another of those — 
terrible Macedonian princesses whom we meet with all 
through this history. But Berenice, although still little 
more than a child, was a Macedonian princess too. She 
refused to accept the humiliating situation, conspired with 
the soldiers of the royal guard, and had Demetrius assassinated 
in her mother’s bedchamber. She herself maintained com- 
mand of the operation, and saw to it that, whilst Demetrius 
was properly killed, her mother was spared. The poet 
Callimachus, who knew Berenice later on, when she was 
queen of Egypt, testifies that she did really, as a child, give 
this evidence of the spirit of her race.1 There was now 
nothing to prevent Berenice being married to her first cousin, 
the young Ptolemy, according to her father’s arrangement, 
and becoming eventually, as she no doubt desired, queen of 
Egypt. Yet the marriage of Berenice to Ptolemy Euergetes 
did not take place till on the eve of Euergetes’ setting out for 
the war in Syria (245). Mahaffy, as we have seen, supposed 
that he resided as viceroy in Cyrene from 259-258 till his 
father’s death. It is surely hard on this supposition to see 
why the marriage was delayed thirteen or fourteen years ! 
If such a supposition is necessary in order to make Euergetes 
the mysterious joint-king of 266 to 258, that is a point against 
the identification. 

If the joint-king who disappears in 258 was, as I have 
suggested, an elder brother of Euergetes who died in that year, 
it would have been to him, not to Euergetes, that Berenice 
had, in the first instance, been affianced, and the young 
prince’s death would explain why the marriage did not take 
place when Berenice came to the throne. In any case, 
the accession of the girl-queen would have meant that the 


1“ Certainly I knew that thou wast of heroic temper from the 
time when thou wast a little girl. Or hast thou forgotten that good 
exploit, by which thou didst get a king for husband—a deed which 
no one else has surpassed for daring?” (Callimachus, after the 
translation by Catullus, Ixvi. 25 f.). 
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Cyrenaica turned from Syria to Egypt. The coins of 
Berenice, without the veil—i.e. as a virgin—probably belong 
to this period. They bear the superscription “ Of King 
Ptolemy ” as well as the superscription ‘‘ Of Queen Berenice.” 
This would point to Berenice having recognized the king of 
Egypt as her suzerain. Yet a few years later, apparently, 
the coins show the cities of the Cyrenaica as a republican 
koinon. Its institution seems to have been carried out under 
the guidance of two adherents of the Platonic School— 
Ecdemus (or Ecdelus) and Demophanes—who came _ to 
Cyrene in 251 or 250—to show the way of freedom. How 
long the koimon lasted, and what happened meantime to the 
young queen, are obscure questions. Bouché-Leclercq sup- 
poses that Ptolemy II. reconquered the Cyrenaica before 
his death, because in the inscription of Adulis ‘‘ Libya” is 
one of the countries inherited, not gained, by Ptolemy III. 
Tarn thinks that the koznon went on into the reign of Ptolemy 
III., because the first proved instance of the use of the sur- 
name “ Euergetes ”’ belongs to the king’s fifth year, and his 
surname probably referred to the benefit he conferred by 
regaining the Cyrenaica. But it is merely a guess in the dark 
of Bouché-Leclercq’s that the surname had anything to do 
with the reconquest of the Cyrenaica, and it seems to me 
much more likely, as Jerome says, that it had to do with the 
restoration of the images to Egypt. The reconquest of a bit 
of his paternal estate would have been a benefit to himself, 
more than to anybody else. In any case, the marriage of 
Ptolemy III. with Berenice took place quite at the beginning 
of his reign—possibly even before the death of his father. It 
was perhaps after the reconquest that new names were given to 
three of the Cyrenaic towns : Euhesperides became Berenice, 
Tauchira became Arsinoe, and Barca became Ptolemais. 

In the great days of old Egypt the Pharaohs had carried 
their arms far south beyond the first cataract into the region 
which the Greeks called Ethiopia (‘‘ Land of the Men of 
Burnt Faces’) and which we know to-day as the Sudan. 
The dominant population of Nubia and the Upper Nile were 
of a kindred stock to the Egyptians, not negroes, though with 
a certain infusion, it would seem, of negro blood, since the 
negro peoples of the interior pressed upon the dwellers on the 
Upper Nile! Egyptian culture became the culture of the land 
—or, at any rate, of its ruling houses: temples “ thoroughly 

1 See G. Elliot Smith, The Ancient Egyptians, ch. v. 
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Egyptian in style” are found as far south as Khartim. Inan 
earlier volume of this series Sir W. Flinders Petrie has told how 
kings of Ethiopia in the 8th and 7th centuries B.c. united for 
a time under their sceptre the whole country of the Nile as 
far as the Delta, and later on, when Egypt itself fell under the 
foreign rule of Assyrians and Persians, Ethiopian Pharaohs and 
priests of Amen were still bearing rule on the Upper Nile. 

When the rule of Persians gave place to the rule of Greeks, 
when the externals of Pharaonic royalty disappeared from 
the palaces of Alexandria and Memphis, at Napata, the 
Ethiopian capital (near the modern Gebel Barkal), king 
Nastasen still showed the Pharaonic tradition in being. ‘The 
Ptolemies had not the same ambition, which the old Pharaohs 
had had, to annex Ethiopia to their kingdom. As Greeks, 
their interests were turned rather northwards to the Medi- 
terranean world, and they were content to have their southern 
frontier at the first cataract, or a little beyond. Under 
Alexander the Great we saw Elephantine held by his forces, 
and the Greeks and Macedonians who were in garrison there 
under Ptolemy I. have left us some of the earliest Greek 
papyri we have. Possibly at this time Elephantine was the 
frontier station. But Ptolemy II., Diodorus tells us, made 
an expedition with a Greek force into Ethiopia, thus opening 
to the knowledge of the Greeks a country hitherto outside 
their ken. One rather gathers that geographical curiosity 
and the desire to obtain strange beasts counted for something 
amongst Ptolemy I1.’s motives ;! we hear at any rate of no 
attempt to annex Ethiopia. Apparently since the death of 
Nastasen in 308 B.c. (according to Reisner’s calculation) 
Ethiopia had been split into two kingdoms. A new dynasty 
had established itself at Meroé farther to the south (modern 
Begerawiyeh, about 130 miles this side of Khartim), more 
powerful than the dynasty at Napata,? though the dynasty 
at Napata still went on for a time. Greeks began to make 
journeys to the far south. A man called Dalion is said to 
have been the first Greek to penetrate beyond Meroe— 
probably early in the reign of Ptolemy II. He left a book 
about Ethiopia.® 


EDiod! 1. s7ismek. 111s 36: 

*'The king of Meroe, Yesruwaman (280-265 B.C.) was strong 
enough at one moment to put up memorials of himself in a temple 
at Napata. See Reisner, 7.E.A. ix. (1923), p. 65. 

3 Plin. N.H. vi. § 194. 
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A serap of papyrus in Greek found at Elephantine is not 
improbably a report of the commandant of the Ptolemaic 
garrison there (an Egyptian by his namie) to the king at a time 
when there was war between Egypt and Ethiopia. ‘To 
king Ptolemy Pertzus son of Arnuphis, greeting . . . the 
Ethiopians came down and besieged . . . constructing a 
stockade, I and my two brothers . . . as reinforcements, 
and we took up ...”1 The style of writing seems to 
assign this fragment to the first half of the 3rd century, and 
it is perhaps connected with Ptolemy II.’s Ethiopian campaign. 

On November 12 or 13, 247 B.c., the young Ptolemy 
(Ptolemy III.) was associated with his father on the throne.2 
Possibly he took over the active functions of government. 

In 245 (on the 25th of the Macedonian month Dios = Jan. 
27), Ptolemy II. died at the age of sixty-three. He was a 
parallel to Solomon in his wealth, surpassing that of any 
other king of his time, in his intellectual interests, in his 
proclivity to fall under the sway of women. Later Greek 
writers tell us the names of many of his mistresses. One was 
a native Egyptian, though she is mentioned by a Greek name, 
Didyme (“ Twin”). Another, Myrtion, was taken from the 
low comedy stage; her house, after she had captured the 
royal favour, was known as one of the finest in Alexandria. 
Mnesis and Pothine were flute-players, and became also 
known for the magnificence of their houses. Clino was 
another, whose statues and statuettes, no doubt in demand at 
Alexandria, represented her clad in nothing but a chiton 
and carrying a cornucopia like the goddess Arsinoe. A 
Delian inscription mentions “‘ two little silver pigs” which 
Clino dedicated to the deity.2 Stratonice, another mistress, 
was remembered by the imposing sepulchre at the Egyptian 
Eleusis, near Alexandria, in which her body reposed. The 
most celebrated of all was Bilistiche, whose name does not 
sound Greek, though it probably ist Plutarch ® says she 
was a barbarian, a “‘ trull from the market-place ”’ ; Pausanias ® 
says she came from the seaboard of Macedonia; Athenzus 7 


1Sachau, Aramdische Papyrus und Ostraka, 1911. Papyrus 47 
(in Greek). 

2 Ernst Meyer, Untersuch. p. 33. [But see p. 386.] 

BCL avin (Loo2)s pt Lie Os 

4 Sir F. Petrie suggests that the name may be Pheenician, “ Ba‘al- 
yishthag,”’ ‘“‘ Baal is appeased,” or Iberian (Bilistages, name of a 
Spanish chieftain, Liv. xxxiv. 10). zr 

5 Amator. 9. © Pause ys osel is 7 Athen. xiii. 596e. 
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says she was an Argive, of noble family, descended from 
Atreus. Whether the low origin was fabricated out of malice 
or the high origin was fabricated out of flattery it is idle now 
to conjecture. In the year 268 Bilistiche ran a chariot at 
Olympia in the two-horse chariot race and won a prize. She 
is probably the “ Bilistiche, daughter of Philo,” who is kane- 
phoros of Arsinoe in the year 260-259.1 Ptolemy caused her 
to be declared a goddess. Shrines were erected and offer- 
ings made to her under the name of Aphrodite Bilistiche. 

Perhaps it was less the real Solomon to whom Ptolemy II. 
was a parallel than the ideal Solomon portrayed in the Book 
of Ecclesiastes—the book written by some world-weary 
Jew at a date not far off from Ptolemy’s time. Ptolemy, too, 
was a king who had “ gathered silver and gold and the peculiar 
treasure of kings and of provinces,” who got him “ men- 
singers and women-singers, and the delights of the sons of 
men, as musical instruments, and that of all sorts,’ who had 
“ proved his heart with mirth and enjoyed pleasure,” who had 
“made great works and builded him houses,” who had “ given 
his heart to seek and search out by wisdom concerning things 
that are done under heaven”; and Ptolemy, too, the story 
says, felt in the end that it was all vanity of vanities. We 
are told how one day, after a severe attack of gout, he looked 
out of a window of his palace and saw a group of natives 
of the poorest class beside one of the canals, eating the scraps 
they had collected and lying at ease on the hot sand, and 
cried out in bitterness of spirit that he had not been born 
as one of them.? Or perhaps the story is as apocryphal as 
the words which the writer of Ecclesiastes puts into the mouth 
‘of Solomon, and in both cases an imaginative moralist chose a 
famous king, who had had everything which mind or heart 
could desire, in order through him to read the world his 
own lesson of disillusionment. 

1 Edgar, Zeno Pap. . 46 ; ilck rchiv, vi 
: Nie Ak ee , No. 46; see Wilcken, Archiv, vi. P- 453. 
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HE PEOPLE, THE CITIES, THE COURT 
§ 1. EGYPTIANS AND GREEKS 


WHEN Ptolemy II. died, eighty-six years had passed since the 
coming of Alexander to Egypt. Ptolemaic Egypt had by 
this time taken the shape it was to have, with minor modifica- 
tions, till the coming of Julius Cesar. Egypt had ceased to 
be “for the Egyptians.” The population at the end of the 
Ptolemaic period seems to have been about seven or eight 
millions ; it was probably at least as large under Ptolemy II. 
The old people of the land, who still no doubt formed the bulk 
of it, were a subject people, who went on cultivating the rich 
fields of the Nile in the ancient way for their new lords. 
Multitudes of strangers from all the lands near the Eastern 
Mediterranean had swarmed into the country, to settle or to 
trade. The fellahin were mostly native Egyptians, but now, 
instead of the country houses of the Egyptian nobles which had 
been seen in olden days, the great estates belonged to Greeks. 
Perhaps there were Egyptian families which kept alive a 
memory that they were descended from princes, but, if so, 
they counted for very little in the world now. Any Egyptian 
who aspired to rise learnt Greek, put on a Greek dress, and 
took service at the Greek court or under some Greek govern- 
ment official. Sometimes he kept his Egyptian name ; some- 
times he took a Greek name; sometimes he had both an 
Egyptian and a Greek name. We never hear under the 
Ptolemies of any native lay aristocracy.1_ The poorer 
Egyptians continued to talk their old language in a later form, 
on its way to become the Coptic of Christian Egypt, 600 
years later. The old warrior caste of Egyptians, whom the 
referred to by Mahaffy (History, p. 162) 


“ Scribe of the Double House,” etc., belong 
They are no evidence for a lay 


1The Egyptian titles 
as still used in 108 B.c., : 
to the members of a priestly family. 


“ Egyptian peerage.” 
79 
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Greeks in their tongue called machimoi (“fighting men”’), 
continued to exist, as we shall see, distinct from the ordinary 
fellahin, and were employed for some purposes—though at 
present, it would seem, mainly as non-combatants—in the 
Ptolemaic forces. Only in one way did the old Egypt continue 
to make an imposing appearance—in the department of 
religion. Many of the huge temples, built by the kings of the 
past, were still standing among 
the palms, and the traditional 
ritual was carried on in them, 
in the old language, to the old 
gods, by bodies of priests, with 
white linen robes and shaven 
heads, as they are shown on 
the Pharaonic monuments. The 
divine animals—bulls and rams 
and crocodiles—vwere still fed 
and worshipped. It was the 
priesthood, mainly confined to 
particular priestly families, which 
now constituted the only native 
aristocracy there was. It was to 
them in the prestige of their 
office, their corporate wealth, and 
their sacred learning, that the 
common people looked as their 
national guides and_ leaders. 
Fie, Ge Part on Weeden Greek-speaking Egyptians were 
Coffin of Egyptian Woman, probably employed quite largely 
3rd century B.C. in the lower posts of the govern- 
Beriiavincenn ment administration, though not, 

till under the later Ptolemies, in 

the higher ones. Perhaps the highest posts of all (such 
as the post of dioiketes) were even then reserved for Greeks 
but an Egyptian could in the ist century B.c. become 
Governor-General (epistrategos) of the Thebaid. Under the 
early Ptolemies, Egyptians are not found in such high 
station. If Rehm is right in supposing that the Tachds son 
of Gongylus, who in a Milesian inscription appears as 
stephanéphoros for the year 262-261, was an Egyptian repre- 
senting the Ptolemaic power in that city,! we should certainly 


* Das Delphinion in Milet, p. 264. The name Tachés is that of an 
Egyptian king in the 4th century, but Gongylus is not an Egyptian 
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have under Ptolemy II. an Egyptian holding a relatively high 
command. 

Near Hermopolis is the elaborately decorated tomb of 
an Egyptian priest, Petosiris, who seems to have held the 
office of chief priest in the temple of Khmunu (Hermes) 
at Hermopolis during the last days of Persian rule, and 
to have lived well on into the reign of Ptolemy I. The 
decorations of the tomb are interesting as showing how 
strong already at this date the Greek influence was in 


Fic. 16.—Part of Fresco from the Tomb of Petosiris, showing 
Greek motives 


the circles to which Petosiris belonged. The artist has 
tried to treat a Greek motive—the gathering of the family 
round the tomb—in the style of a Greek bas-relief. Many 
of the figures taking part in the processions represented 
on the walls of the tomb are in Greek dress... The same 
monument gives us pictures of contemporary Egyptians. 
The ordinary Egyptian fellahin of the Ptolemaic period no 
longer went naked with a single loin-cloth, as they are 
shown on Pharaonic monuments, but wore a loose tunic, 


name, and Greeks were occasionally given names of foreign Peo ieee 
(e.g. there is a Greek tyrant Psammetichus), so that we cannot bul 
much upon Rehm’s conjecture. 

1 Lefebvre, Le Tombeau de Pétosiris (Cairo, 1924). 
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like the fellah of to-day, girt up and falling to the 
knees.? 

Of the aliens who had come to settle upon Egypt, the ruling 
race, the Greeco-Macedonians, were the most important 
element. They were partly spread as allotment-holders over 
the country, forming social groups, in the country towns 
and villages, side by side with the native population, partly 
gathered in the three Greek cities—the old Naucratis, founded 
before 600 B.c. (in the interval of Egyptian independence 
after the expulsion of the Assyrians and before the coming of 


Fic. 17.—Continuation of Fresco in Fig. 16 


the Persians), and the two new cities, Alexandria by the sea 
and Ptolemais in Upper Egypt. Alexander and his Seleucid 
successors were great as the founders of Greek cities all over 
their dominions ; Greek culture was so much bound up with 
the life of the city-state that any king who wanted to present 
himself to the world as a genuine champion of Hellenism had 
to do something in this direction, but the king of Egypt 
whilst he was as ambitious as any to shine as a Hellene, would 
find Greek cities, with their republican tradition and aspira- 
tions to independence, inconvenient elements in a countr 

which lent itself, as no other did, to bureaucratic centraliza- 
tion. ‘lhe Ptolemies therefore limited the number of Greek 
city-states in Egypt to those three—Alexandria, Ptolemais 
\ 1 Lefebvre, op. cit. p. 33. ; 


\ 
\ 


\ 


\ 
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Naucratis. Outside Egypt, as we have seen, they had Greek 
cities under their dominion—the old Greek cities in the 
Cyrenaica, in Cyprus, on the coasts and islands of the /Egean 
—but in Egypt no more than the three. There were indeed 
country towns with names such as Ptolemais, Arsinoe, and 
Berenice, in which Greek communities existed with a certain 
social life; there were similar groups of Greeks in many 
of the old Egyptian towns, but they were not communities 
with the political forms of a city-state. Yet if they had no 
place of political assembly, they would have their gymnasium, 
the essential sign of Hellenism, serving something of the 
purpose of a university for the young men. Far up the Nile 
at Ombi we find in 136-135 B.c. a gymnasium of the local 
Greeks, which passes resolutions and corresponds with the 
king. And in 123 B.c., when there is trouble in Upper 
Egypt between the towns of Crocodilopolis and Hermonthis, 
the negotiators sent from Crocodilopolis are the young men 
attached to the gymnasium, who, according to the Greek 
tradition, eat bread and salt with the negotiators from the 
other town.! 

The distinction between Greeks and Macedonians, who 
together formed the privileged class, seems now to have 
been without practical importance. Men of Macedonian 
origin continued throughout Ptolemaic times to describe 
themselves officially as ‘‘ Macedonian,” but they were to 
all intents and purposes Greeks.? Even before Alexander, 
so far as the Macedonians had had any literary educa- 
tion, it had been Greek education; their names were 
largely Greek, and their royal house claimed to be of 
Greek descent. And the Macedonians scattered over the 
Nearer East after Alexander, in close association with Greek 
colonists, probably soon forgot Macedonian, and came to talk 
the ordinary ““common” Greek of the Hellenistic world. 
A large number of the papyri discovered in Egypt were written 
by people calling themselves Macedonians, but no one has 
ever found a papyrus in the Macedonian language. 

As against the native Egyptians, the Greeks felt themselves the 
representatives of a higher civilization. And yet they were, as 

1Wilcken, Archiv, v. (1913), pp. 410-416. Cf. Archiv, vi. 


p. 389. f . 
2 Ptolemy the katochos in the 2nd century B.C. always describes 


himself as Makedon, but he is assaulted by the Egyptians “* because 
he is a Greek, Hellén.” 
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Fic. 18.—A Greek Business Letter 
of 240 B.C., on papyrus 


Transcription. 


Awpobeos Ocodwpwr 

XGLpEelyv YUVOTKE ME 

TpvynoovTa TH O 

tov Iavve kadws ovv 

Tonoets amooreAas 
™me 

TWa os eTaKkoAovdn 
TH eyXvoeL 

oeL TOV YLVOMEVOU 

yAsuKous y ypawas pou 

TWS TVVTATTELS 

eppwoo LZ mavyn A 


has been said, impressed 


by the antiquity and 
mysterious regularity of 
the Egyptian tradition. 
They were curious to 
know something about 
it. Only, their curiosity 
was easily satisfied. No 
Greek. savant, so far as 
we know, ever took the 
trouble to learn to read — 
hieroglyphics or to study 
the records engraved in 
stone, or written on 
papyrus, at first hand. 
The Greeks in Egypt 
did sometimes learn 
Egyptian, as we may 
see by a papyrus of the 
2nd century B.c., a letter 
written in Greek by a 
mother to her son—pre- 
sumably a Greek family 
—in which she con- 
gratulates him on the 
fact that he is learn- 
ing ‘‘ Egyptian letters ”’ 
(Aiyirria ypéppara); 
but his object is not, we 
find, historical research, 
it is the hope of secur- 
ing a post as teacher in 
a school for Egyptian 
children, and so provid- 
ing for his old age All 
that Greeks knew about 
Egyptian antiquity was 
what Egyptians chose to 
tell them. The Greek 
historian, Hecatzus of 
Abdera, was in Egypt. 
in the days of the first 


1 Wilcken, Chrest. i. 136. 
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Ptolemy, and travelled up the Nile as far as Thebes to gather 
material for his History of Egypt (Aiyumriaxd). He was specially 
interested in Egyptian religion, and his informants may have 
been Egyptian priests or the bilingual native guides who 
served the needs of Greek tourists. What Diodorus tells us 
about Egypt in his First Book is largely taken from the work 
of Hecatzus. No doubt Hecatzus learnt from his informants 
a good deal that was true, as well as a good deal that was in- 
vented in order to present an idealized picture of ancient 
Egypt to the Greek. Hecatzeus gave Greek readers what 
they wanted—something in literary form which seemed 
plausible, which pleasantly impressed their imaginations 
and made them feel that they understood Egypt ; they were 
untroubled by the modern researcher’s demand for rigorous 
documentary verification. Sometimes Egyptians themselves 
took up the pen to write about their country and their people 
for Greeks. While the ruling race did not ordinarily feel the 
need of learning the language of the subject race, very many 
native Egyptians of course found. it to their interest to learn 
Greek. An Egyptian of the priestly caste, Manetho, wrote 
a history of Egypt in Greek, with the encouragement apparently 
of the first Ptolemy. Manetho really had some knowledge 
of the ancient records, and what he wrote was largely based 
upon them, though he brought in a certain amount of Egyptian 
popular legend. It is, however, to his credit that we find 
him—in one connexion, at any rate—specially pointing out 
that what he is giving is legend, and not something taken 
from the documents.1 The history of Manetho was much 
the fullest and most authentic history of ancient Egypt 
which the Greeks and Romans ever possessed. The work 
has now perished, but the considerable fragments of it, 
preserved by Josephus and other writers, gave Europe almost 
all the substantial information it had about ancient Egypt 
till the 19th century, when scholars discovered the key 
to the old Egyptian writing. ‘‘ If we estimate aright the spirit 
of the Alexandria of that day, we shall not hesitate to say 
that Manetho’s dry enumeration of early dynasties of gods 
and kings stood no chance in popularity against Hecatzus 
agreeable romancing. Possibly the high priest, who is cited 
as one of Ptolemy’s religious advisers, made an honest attempt 
to counteract the uncritical rubbish which was talked at the 
Museum concerning the earlier history of his country. In 
1 In his account of the origin of the Jews (Joseph. c. Apion, i. § 105). 
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its day his work was a failure, though centuries later Jews and 
Christians in their controversies raked it out of oblivion ” (M.). 

No modern country in which a European race bears rule 
over a more numerous native race is quite like Ptolemaic 
Egypt. South Africa so far resembles it, that the European race 
there too has settled in the country as its permanent home, 
a minority amongst a native population, but the situation is 
different in so far as the natives of South Africa are primitive 
people, not, like the Egyptians, representatives of an ancient 
civilization of which the European immigrants stood in a 
certain awe. In that respect, India seems more analogous 
to Ptolemaic Egypt, but India again is unlike in the other 
respect—that the Europeans have not settled in the country 
as their permanent home, but are only a transient community 
of officials and soldiers and merchants. And there were two 
important regards in which the relation between European 
and native in Ptolemaic Egypt differed from the relation 
between European and native to-day. In the first place, 
although the Greeks and Macedonians held themselves the 
superior type of humanity, the ordinary Greek or Mace- 
donian settler (it may have been otherwise with the great 
families) had no horror of intermarriage with Egyptian women. 
Since the Greeks and Macedonians largely came into the 
country as soldiers, the men amongst them must have been 
very much more numerous than women. Many of them, we 
know from the papyri, had European wives, but the supply 
of European wives can hardly have gone round. Many 
Greeks and Macedonians married natives. From this 
continual mixture of blood, the racial difference in Ptolemaic 
Egypt grew less and less with succeeding generations. Large 
numbers of people later on who called themselves Greeks 
were mainly Egyptian in blood. In the three Greek cities, 
indeed, it was probably illegal for the members of the citizen- 
body to contract marriages with natives, and the citizens of 
these cities may be thought of as retaining their pure Hellenic 
stock all through the Ptolemaic period. — But it was otherwise 
with the multitude of Greeks resident in Egypt, who did not 
belong to the citizen-body of one of the three cities, whether 
they were domiciled in the cities or had their homes in some 
Egyptian town or village. 

From about 150 B.c. it becomes common in the papyri to 


1 Sir F. Petrie points to the Dutch in Java as presenting a parallel, 
They have, he says, no race prejudice, 
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find people who bear both a Greek and an Egyptian name. 
For instance, we find at the end of the 2nd century a Greek 
called Dryton, whose daughters (no doubt by an Egyptian 
mother) in one papyrus have Greek names, in another have 
Egyptian names side by side with their Greek names, and in a 
third their Egyptian names only.1. A Hermocles has three 
sons, of whom the eldest is called Heraclides and the two 
others have the Egyptian names of Nechutes and Psechons. 
In a list of Greek cultivators (about 112 B.c.) we find Harmiysis 
son of Harmiysis, Harpheesis son of Petosiris, etc.2 Probably 
few Greeks of pure blood took Egyptian names. On the 
other hand, many pure Egyptians may have assumed Greek 
names. In any case it becomes impossible after the middle 
of the 2nd century to tell by the name alone whether a man 
or woman is Greek or Egyptian. 

The distinction between the higher stratum of Greeks 
and lower stratum of natives did not cease, but it became more 
a matter of culture and tradition than of physical race. A 
family which had Greek names (even if it had Egyptian names 
as well), which talked and wrote Greek and had learnt some- 
thing of Greek literature, which followed the Greek tradition 
in manners, would count as belonging to the privileged race ; 
those who talked Egyptian and lived in the native way would 
count as belonging to the subject race. If Ptolemaic rule 
in Egypt had gone on, the difference between Greek and 
Egyptian might gradually have faded away. As we shall 
see, the native element asserted itself more under the later 
kings of the dynasty than under the first Ptolemies. But 
with Roman rule the process came to an end, and the native 
Egyptian-speaking mass was thrust again definitely into a 
subject position beneath Greeks and Romans. 

The other great difference between the relation of Greek 
to Egyptian in Ptolemaic Egypt and relation of “ white 
man” to “native” to-day is in the sphere of religion. 
Modern European civilization has not been shaped by 
the Hellenic tradition alone; it has been also shaped by 
Christianity, and there an element has come into it which 
was quite absent from the mind of ancient Greeks. ‘The 
Greek’s religion made none of the exclusive claims made 
by Christianity—or by the parent of Christianity, the Hebrew 
religion, which the Ptolemaic Greek did have continually 
presented to his eyes. ‘There was nothing in the Greek’s 

UOttonis pres mote, ® Tebtunts, i. 247. 
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religion to make him regard the Egyptian religion as heathenish 
or as idolatrous or as a religion essentially inferior to his own. 
On the contrary, he was very much impressed by its mysteri- 
ousness and its immense antiquity, though to the Romans, 
and perhaps to some Greeks, the worship of animals or of semi- 
animal gods seemed ridiculous. The divine power was, to the 
mind of the ancient Greek, something so vague and incal- 
culable that some barbarian religious rite, even if you did not- 
see the reason of it, might bring you good luck. It was just 
as well, as a matter of prudence, to propitiate any god in 
whom your neighbours believed, especially if you were living 
in the place where he had been worshipped for countless 
generations. The mixed Greco-Egyptian race which sprang 
up through intermarriage would absorb a good deal of popular 
Egyptian religion through the Egyptian mothers. The awe 
felt towards Egyptian religion was quite compatible with a 
belief in the superiority of Greek culture for all ordinary 
purposes of the world and values of life. A papyrus from the 
Faytim of the middle of the 3rd century B.c. shows us the 
daughters of a Greek father from Cyrene, Demetrius, and 
an Egyptian mother, Thasis, dedicating a shrine to the 
Egyptian hippopotamus-goddess Thuéris.| ‘The daughters 
have both Greek and Egyptian names. At a still earlier 
date (285-284) in the reign of the first Ptolemy, we find a 
Greek woman at Elephantine, Callista of Temnos, using as 
her seal a scarab with the Egyptian god Thoth engraved upon 
it in the figure of an ape.” 

The Egyptian feast of rejoicing on Athyr 20, showing 
forth, after the days of mourning, the joy of the goddess 
Isis at the recovery of the body of Osiris, was kept by Greeks 
as early as the reign of Ptolemy I1., even in such high quarters 
as the entourage of Apollonius the dioiketes, whose office was 
closed for the occasion.® 

The mixture of religions was furthered by the fact that 
the Greeks very commonly identified the Egyptian gods with 
gods of their own—Amen was Zeus, Ptah was Hephaistos, 
Horus was Apollo, and so on—and very often when they used 
the Greek name they meant an Egyptian god. Sometimes 
both Egyptian names (in a Grecized form) and Greek names 
are given side by side. Hence when we find a dedication in 
Greek to Asklepios, it may be really addressed to the old 


1 Wilcken, Chrest.i. No. 51. 2 Elephant. pp. 9, 13. 
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Egyptian who was architect of king Zeser (about 4940 B.C.) 
and whom the Egyptians had called Imhotep.!1_ The worship 
of the men of old time as gods—Imhotep, Amenhotep (the 
ancient sage of the time of king Amenhotep III., 1414 B.C); 
king Amenemhat III. (3427-3381 B.c.)}—was seemingly a new 
development of the Egyptian religion under the Ptolemies, and 
was perhaps directly due to Greek influence upon the Egyptians. 

What Greeks of higher education learnt about the Egyptian 
religion from Hellenized Egyptians was often, no doubt, 
especially dressed up in a manner to make the Greek find in it 
a profound wisdom. Old crude mythology and primitive 
ritual was interpreted as embodying Greek philosophic ideas ; 2 
Greek and Egyptian ideas were jumbled up together in a 
strange amalgam, very much as Theosophy to-day dresses 
up bits of Hinduism for Europeans by amalgamating them 
with ideas borrowed from Christianity or from modern 
science. And if we want to realize how the Ptolemaic 
Greeks could both feel their superiority, as Greeks, to the 
native Egyptians, and at the same time do homage to the 
Egyptian religion, we might try to imagine what the difference 
would be to-day in India, if the English, instead of professing 
for the most part the Christian religion, professed Theosophy, 
made offerings on occasion to Hindu deities, and set up for 
worship in their houses Angams and images of Ganesh.? 

But if the Greek was ready on occasion to worship an 
Egyptian god, he did not cease in Egypt to worship his own 
gods, even outside Alexandria, Ptolemais, and Naucratis. 
Where any number of Greeks were living together as a com- 
munity, they may well anywhere in Egypt have put up their 
little temple to Zeus or Apollo or Demeter or Aphrodite 
or any other deity of their people, and worshipped with Greek 
rites4 Or it was open to individual Greeks to erect shrines 
on the land they occupied to any god they pleased. 


1The Egyptians of Ptolemaic times pronounced the name in some 
way which the Greeks transcribed as Imithes. 

2 P. D. Scott-Moncrieff, 7.H.S. xxix. (1909), pp. 79 ff. 

3 On the subject of the relation of Greeks and Egyptians generally, 
see Wilcken, “ Hellenen und Barbaren”’ (Neue Jahrbiicher fiir d. 
klass. Alt., 1906), pp. 468 ff.; H. J. Bell, ‘‘ Hellenic Culture in 
Egypt,” 7.£.A. viii. (1922), pp. 139 ff.; Jouget, “ Les Lagides et 
les Indigénes Egyptiens,” Revue Belge de Philologie et @ Histoire 
(1923), p- 433 ff. See also article, “ Graeeco-Egyptian Religion,” by 
J. G. Milne, in Hastings’ Ency. of Rel. and Ethics. 

4 Wilcken, Grundziige, i. p. 96. 
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One thing probably new to Egypt, which came in with 
the Greek population, were those voluntary associations with 
the cult of some deity as the ostensible object, though serving 
really the purposes of a convivial club or trade guild, which 
sprang up everywhere, in the times after Alexander, over the 
Greek world, called thiasoi or synodoi. It was a mark of 
Hellenic influence upon the native population, that amongst 
them, too, such associations now began to be formed, centring 
in the cult of Egyptian gods—Osiris, Isis, Anubis, Chnubis- 
Ammon, or some local deity. Sometimes the worship of 
the association was addressed to the deified king, as in the 
case of the association of Basilistai near Syene (2nd century 
B.c.) or the Philobasilistai (end of 2nd century) of whom we 
hear in some papyri| Rubensohn supposes that all our 
notices refer to one association of Basilistai, established in 
the kingdom. It seems to me more likely that the name of 
Basilistai was taken by any association which wished to display 
its loyalty by making the king the object of its cult, or the 
king and queen, in combination, it might be, with other deities 
chosen by the association. By doing so, the association 
might hope to secure the favour of a suspicious government. 


§ 2. THE GREEK CITIES 


(a) Naucratis 


Of the three Greek cities Naucratis, although its commercial 
importance was reduced with the founding of Alexandria, 
continued in a quiet way its life as a Greek city-state. During 
the interval between the death of Alexander and Ptolemy’s 
assumption of the style of king, it even issued an autonomous 
coinage. And the number of Greek men of letters during 
the Ptolemaic and Roman period, who were citizens of 
Naucratis, proves that in the sphere of Hellenic culture 
Naucratis held to its traditions. Ptolemy II. bestowed his 
care upon Naucratis. ‘‘ He built a large structure of lime- 
stone, about 330 feet long and 60 feet wide, to fill up the 
broken entrance to the great Temenos ; he strengthened the 
great block of chambers in the Temenos, and re-established 
them.” ? At the time when Sir Flinders Petrie wrote the 
words just quoted the great Temenos was identified with 


1 Otto, i. pp. 125 ff. ; Spiegelberg, Cat. géneral d. Ant. Egypt, 1908. 
2 Sir Flinders Petrie, Naukratis I. (1881), p. 8, 
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the Hellenion. But Mr. Edgar has recently pointed out 
that the building connected with it was an Egyptian temple, 
not a Greek building. Naucratis, therefore, in spite of its 
general Hellenic character, had an Egyptian element. That 
the city flourished in Ptolemaic times “ we may see by the 
quantity of imported amphorz, of which the handles 
stamped at Rhodes and elsewhere are found so abundantly ” 
(Petrie). “The Zeno papyri show that it was the chief port 
of call on the inland voyage from Memphis to Alexandria, 
as well as a stopping-place on the land-route from Pelusium 
to the capital.” 1 It was attached, in the administrative 
system, to the Saite nome. 


(b) Alexandria 


By the end of the reign of Ptolemy II. the city of Alexandria, 
eighty-six years after its foundation, must have stood com- 
plete in its main features, the great city which succeeding 
generations of Greeks and Romans knew. 

Alexandria with its territory was not considered as being 
inEgypt. It was regarded as adjacent to Egypt—“ Alexandria 
ad /Egyptum.” In the papyri people sometimes speak of 
making the journey from Alexandria “to Egypt.” It 
formed, as we have seen, an oblong of about 4 miles long by 
three-quarters of a mile broad, with the sea to the north of it, 
and broad fresh-water lake of Mareotis to the south. Its 
principal street, the Canopic Street, ran lengthways from the 
Canopus Gate on the east to a corresponding gate on the west ; 
it was crossed in the centre of the town at right angles by 
another street running from the sea to the lake. Both these 
two main thoroughfares were more than 30 yards wide. Even 
many of the lesser streets, parallel to the two main streets, 
were passable for wheeled traffic, unlike the ordinary narrow 
streets of old Greek towns. The names of several streets in 
Alexandria seem to be given us in a recently published 
papyrus.2 They are named in honour of Arsinoe Phila- 
delphus, epithets characteristic of different Greek goddesses 
being attached to the name of the queen by that kind of 
identification already referred to, by which the person deified 
was assimilated to some particular deity of the traditional 
religion. So we find the epithets Basileia (Hera), Teleia 


1 Edgar, Annales, xxii. (1922), p. 6. 
2H, I. Bell, Archiv, vii. pp. 22 ff. 
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(Hera), Eleémon (Aphrodite, in Cyprus), Chalkioikos (Athena, 
in Sparta) attached to the name of Arsinoe, in order to get 
names for the streets in question. 

The laws of the city prescribed that no one might build 
a house nearer than 1 foot to the next house, except by mutual 
agreement between the neighbours, who might, if they liked, 
have a partition wall in common.! A canal, corresponding 
roughly with the Madmudieh Canal of to-day, brought fresh 
water from the Canopic arm of the Nile; it was taken off 
at Schedia (K6m-el-Gizeh) about 17 miles away. According 
to the Romance, this canal existed before the days of Alex- 
ander, and the future site of Alexandria was then occupied by 
sixteen native villages, including Rakoti, which were watered 
by twelve subsidiary canals connected with the great canal. 


Fic. 19.—Ptolemaic Coin with head of Sarapis, common to 
many of the kings 


The twelve subsidiary canals, it says, all but two, were filled 
in, and the parallel streets of the city were built over them. 
The Romance is a poor historical authority, but in what it 
says of local history and topography, modern scholars are 
inclined to think it may preserve traditions based on fact. 
It is certain that under the city there was an elaborate system 
of supply and drainage-conduits, by which fresh water was 
carried to private houses *—a convenience perhaps unpre- 
cedented in an ancient city—and this system must presumably 
in its main design go back to the original plan drawn up for 
Alexander. The sites of different temples were also, Arrian 
tells us,> marked out by Alexander himself—not only those 
of Greek deities, but the temple of Isis in the native quarter, 
which, as we have seen, was superseded under the first 

1 Halensis, i. 11. 91-97; Partsch, Archiv, vi. p. 47. 

2 Cesar. Bell. Alex, 8 Anab, iii. 1. 
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Ptolemy by the Serapeum. This native quarter, the old 
Egyptian town of Rakoti, south of the western end of the 
great middle thoroughfare, offered no doubt as striking a 
contrast to the stately and regular Greek city as old Cairo does 
to-day to the European quarter, or as Stambul to Pera. 
Alexandria, as_a whole, was divided into five quarters, 
called after the first five letters of the Greek alphabet—the 
Alpha quarter, the Béta quarter, and soon. Ancient authors 
mention a number of the great buildings and monuments 
of Alexandria, though it is exceedingly doubtful, for the reason 
indicated on page 7, on what site of the modern town 
they each stood. There was the Gymnasium, “a building 
of singular magnificence, with colonnades of more than a 
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Fic. 20.—Pompeian Wall-Painting 


Country villa of the Alexandrine style 


stadium long,” stretching along the side of the Canopic 
Street 1—the social centre of the Alexandrian citizen-body— 
the Law Court (dikastérion), near the centre of the city ; the 
Paneum, an artificial mound dedicated to Pan, with a fine 
view over the whole city from the top of it and a park round 
it.2 There was the celebrated Séma, the ‘Temple-tomb in 
which the body of Alexander the Great lay in a coffin of gold, 
its precinct shut off from the city by a wall. Gradually 
there grew up around the original Séma other temple-tombs 
of the deified kings and queens of the house of Ptolemy. 
Ptolemy II. had already begun by building the temple of 
his parents, and perhaps also the temple-tomb of Arsinoe 


1 According to Breccia, probably in the eastern section of the 
Canopic Street, north-east of the modern Kém-el-Dik quarter. 
2 Identified with the hillock now called K6ém-el-Dik. 
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Philadelphus, destined to receive his own body as well. 
The Stadium and the Hippodrome, which once the passion of 
the Alexandrines for games and chariot-races filled with excited 
crowds, were situated more on the outskirts of the city—the 
Stadium, apparently, beyond the Serapeum, to the south- 
west, and the Hippodrome on the south-east, not far from 
the suburb of Eleusis. ‘The Theatre was in the Palace area, 
with a view over the sea, beyond the stage, for spectators 
in the higher tiers. 

“A quarter, or nearly a third, of the area of the city was 
occupied by royal edifices, an immense collection of palaces 
and gardens.”! The Sema probably was included in this 
quarter, and the barracks for the Royal Guards, who were kept 
near the king’s person. The Palace area, covering most of 
what was called the Neapolis (“‘ New City ””), was to the north- 
east, between the Canopic Street and the sea. The Palace 
had a front on the sea, and overlooked the Great Harbour. 
The Museum and Library were closely connected with it 
at its western end. Beyond the east of it, still near the sea- 
front, was the Jewish quarter, Delta. 

The island of Pharos had been connected with the main- 
land by a causeway, called the Heptastadion. Through the 
accumulation of matter on each side of this artificial cause- 
way in the course of the centuries, it has now become a neck 
of land about a third of a mile broad, and carries on it one 
of the populous quarters of present-day Alexandria. When 
the Heptastadion was first built, it divided the sea between 
Pharos and the mainland into two harbours. On the east 
of it was the ‘‘ Great Harbour,” and on the west the Eunostos 
Harbour, called probably after Eunostus, the Cypriot “ king,” 
Ptolemy I.’s son-in-law, but called no doubt also by that 
particular name because Hormos Eunostos meant, in Greek, 
the “ Harbour of Happy Homecoming.” ‘To-day the old 
“Great Harbour” is practicable only for small fishing- 
boats ; and the Eunostos Harbour has become the harbour 
for all larger ships. A portion of the Great Harbour 
by the Palace front was separated off for the use of the 
kings. 

The harbour wharfs with their great warehouses (apostaseis) 
seem to have formed a district walled off from the city itself. 
Into this district, called the exhairesis, merchandise might 
be brought free of duty. If, however, the merchandise 

1 Breccia, Alexandria ad AEgyptum (1914), p. 68. 
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was carried into the city, it had to pay, at the gate between the 
exhairesis and the city, whatever duties were prescribed! 

On the island of Pharos, the famous lighthouse, reckoned 
one of the wonders of the world, was built by the architect 
Sostratus of Cnidos, begun, no doubt, under Ptolemy I. 
and finished early in the reign of Ptolemy II. ‘“ The material 
used in its construction was chiefly nummulitic limestone. 


EN 
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Fic. 21.—The Pharos Lighthouse 
Conjectural restoration from ancient data by Thiersch 


The sculptural decoration as well as other accessory orna- 
mentation was partly in marble and partly in bronze. ‘The 
innumerable columns were for the “most part of Aswan 
granite. The lantern was formed of eight columns, sur- 
mounted by a cupola above which was raised a bronze statue 
(probably of Poseidon) about seven metres high. ‘The flame 
was obtained by burning resinous wood. It is believed 
that convex mirrors made of metal were used to give a longer 
1Preisigke, Archiv, v. pp. 306-308 ; Wilcken, Chrest., No. 260. 
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range to the light.”1 This huge building has perished so 
utterly that we can now guess what it looked like only by 
incidental descriptions in ancient books, by coins, and by the 
analogy of ancient remains in other places. Putting all the 
available material together, Professor 'Thiersch has made a 
conjectural restoration of it, which is reproduced on page 
95. The dedicatory inscription ran: .“‘Sostratus son of 
Dexiphanes of Cnidos to the Saviour Gods on behalf of 
sea-farers.”’ It is questionable who are meant by the “ Saviour 
Gods” (Sotéres Theot). ‘That was the way in which Ptolemy 
I. and Berenice were described officially after their deifica- 
tion, and one would naturally suppose that in a work of this 
kind, done by the king’s order at Alexandria, Ptolemy I. 
and Berenice were meant. On the other hand, “‘ Saviour 
Gods ” was also the way in which Castor and Pollux, the 
special gods of sailors, were regularly described, and it may 
be that the dedication was inscribed on the lighthouse before 
the official deification of Ptolemy I. and Berenice. It may be 
again that there was an ambiguity which was intentional. 
It is certainly remarkable that the architect was allowed by 
the king to dedicate a work of this kind in his own name. 
A story was afterwards invented to account for the dedication. 
Sostratus, it was said, had covered his own name (sunk, like 
the rest of the inscription, into the stone in huge letters of 
lead) with a thin layer of plaster, which looked like the stone, 
and had inscribed on this plaster the name of Ptolemy. He 
had counted on the plaster scaling off after his death ! 

Outside the walls of Alexandria, both to the east and west, 
a tract of land was given up to cemeteries, and in time these two 
“cities of the dead ” became considerable, in close proximity 
to the city of the living. ‘To the east, the suburb of Eleusis 
was on the main canal, near Lake Hadra, and here Ptolemy IT. 
established a cult of Demeter with some features borrowed 
from that of the original Eleusis in Attica Along this 

1 Breccia, Alexandria ad Aigyptum, pp. 107, 108. 

2 'That the cult of Demeter established by Ptolemy in Alexandria 
was a copy of the Eleusinian mysteries seems to have been rightly 
questioned by Otto, ii. p. 265, note 1. This is disproved further by 
Oxy. xiii. No. 1612—a rhetorical fragment in which the composer 
(apparently writing in Alexandria) gives the Eleusinian mysteries 
as the instance of a cult which it would be impious to celebrate any- 
where but in Attica. All that the Scholiast on Callimachus, Hymn 6, 
asserts is that Ptolemy copied certain features of Attic ritual, such as 


carrying the kalathos in procession. See Deubner, Sitzungsh. d. 
Heidelberger Akad. d. Wiss. for 1919, Abhandlung 17, p. ro. 
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canal, too, between Alexandria and Canopus, were the villas 
and gardens of rich Alexandrines, The old Egyptian town 
Canopus became a favourite pleasure-city for the Alexan- 
drines, and Strabo describes the scenes of riotous indulgence, 
music, and revelry on the boats, 
gliding day and night along 
the canal between Alexandria 
and Canopus. 

On the quays and in the 
streets of this great Levantine 
city, we should have found 
ourselves in a crowd which con- 
tained specimens of people from 
all over the known world— 
Greeks from every part of the 
Mediterranean,nativeEgyptians, 
Italians, Romans, Jews, Syrians, 
Persians, Indians, negroes. ‘he 
total population of Alexandria in 
the latter years of the Ptolemaic — 
dynasty may have been little iGtion oe Female Flead 
short of a million. But the yom the Museumat Alexandria 
population of Alexandria, not 
counting strangers of passage, included a great multitude who 
did not belong to the body of those who proudly called them- 
selves ‘‘ Alexandrines.” Diodorus gives the numbers of the 
citizen-body at the end of the dynasty as 300,000. Of course, 


Fic. 23.—Head-dresses of Greek Women in Egypt 


all the native Egyptian element in Alexandria was excluded 
from the citizen-body—perhaps also the Jews domiciled in the 
city, though the question whether the Jews were, or were not, 
included is still debatable. The citizen-body claimed to be 
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a community of genuine Greeks, with the interests and the 
social organization which. belonged to the free citizens of 
a Greek city, as such. The Alexandrines considered 
themselves Greeks and Macedonians. And, as a matter of 
fact, it does not seem likely that there was any considerable 
infusion of native Egyptian blood in the Alexandrines. At 
Naucratis marriage between a citizen and an Egyptian woman 
was illegal; probably this was also so at Alexandria and at 
Ptolemais. Both Polybius and Philo speak of the Alexan- 
drines as ‘“‘ people of mixed blood” (migades), but it seems 
likely that what is meant is that the citizen-body was a medley 
of Greeks of all kinds—Ionians, Dorians, Zolians, Greeks 
from Hellas and Greeks from all the outlying cities east 
and west—not that it had an admixture of Egyptian 
blood.t 

But not even all the Greek population of Alexandria was 
included in the citizen-body of “ Alexandrines.”” Schubart 
thinks, indeed, that the citizen-body included only a minority — 
of the Greeks resident in Alexandria. The multitude of men 
who called themselves Hellenes, talked Greek, and lived like 
Greeks, but had not the privileges of citizenship—like the 
Greek metotkoi living in Athens or any other Greek town— 
were perhaps largely not Greek in blood—the offspring, 
for instance, of marriages between Greeks and Egyptian 
women in the country outside Alexandria who had come to 
settle in the city. Certain privileges probably belonged to 
all Greeks, as such, in distinction from natives. Egyptians, 
for instance, might be punished by bastinado, but the “‘ Alex- 
andrines,” Philo tells us,? might be beaten only with flat 
sticks (spathar). ‘The Jews in this matter were classed with 
the ‘‘ Alexandrines,” and it is probable that by the “ Alexan- 
drines ” we are here to understand all resident Greeks, not 
members of the citizen-body only. 

In every city of Greek type the citizen-body was organized 
in smaller social groups. At Athens the citizens were divided 
into 10 tribes (phylat) and between 100 and 190 demes 
(démot). A similar organization into tribes and demes 
existed for the Alexandrine citizen-body, though it does 
not, curiously, seem to have been extended to the whole 
citizen-body. ‘There were numbers of people who were 
‘“« Alexandrines,”’ but not members of a deme. The 
members of the demes formed the social aristocracy of 

1 Lumbroso, Archiv, v. p. 400. 2 In Flacc., § 78. 
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Alexandria, perhaps largely the descendants of the original 
citizen-body at the beginning of the 3rd century. Marriages, 
however, between members of demes and Greeks, or even 
Persians,” outside the demes were apparently quite in 
order. 
_ A papyrus from Hibeh of the earlier part of the 3rd century 
indicates that in a city which must be either Alexandria or 
Ptolemais there were 5 tribes with 12 demes to each tribe and 
12 phratries to each deme.! The member of a deme is 
described in legal documents by his deme-name (e.g. 
““Antzus, a Temenean,” 7.e. belonging to the deme called 
after T'emenus), just as another man might be described as 
“Athenian ”’ or as “ Thracian.” It was not necessary to 
put “ Alexandrine,” this being implied in the deme-name, 
and it was not the practice, till Roman times, for the tribe to 
be mentioned as well as the deme. The only names of 
Alexandrine tribes we know in the Ptolemaic period are: 
(1) that given us by Satyrus,? the tribe Dionysias—called 
after the god from whom the house of Ptolemy claimed to be 
descended; and (2) the tribe Ptolemais.? (Several more 
tribe-names are known in the Roman period, embodying a 
honorific reference to the Emperor and his titles.) Of deme- 
names belonging to the Ptolemaic period we have a longer 
list. They are usually formed from the name or epithet of a 
god or hero in Greek mythology or from a name in Alex- 
ander’s family tree, which was also, for the greater part of it, 
Ptolemy’s family tree.4 In the tribe Dionysias, the names 
were taken from characters connected in mythology with 
Dionysos—from Althzea, by whom Dionysos was the father 
of Deianira, from Thestius, Althaa’s father, from Deianira 
herself, from Ariadne, Thoas, Staphylus, Evantheus, Maron. 
We know of an Alexandrine deme named after Herakles, of 
another named after Acacus, of another named after ‘Temenus, 
the great-great-grandson of Herakles in the royal pedigree. 
Some demes later on had names taken from the royal sur- 
names—a man described as ‘“‘ Philometoreios ”’ belongs to a 
deme named after Ptolemy Philometor, a man described as 
1 Chrest., No. 25. It does not, of course, follow, even if we take the 


document as applying to Alexandria, that the number of tribes and 
demes continued all through the Ptolemaic period to be precisely 
five and sixty respectively. 

2 F.H.G. iti. p. 164, Fragment 21. 

8 Westermann, Vit. script. grec. min. p. 50. 

4 See p. 120, note 2. 
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“Epiphaneios ” to a deme named after Epiphanes.’ It is 
interesting to find one deme (“ Leonnateus,” no doubt one 
of the oldest) named after Leonnatus, Ptolemy I.’s old 
Macedonian companion-in-arms in the wars of Alexander. 

Certain people resident at Alexandria describe themselves 
in our documents (under Augustus) as “‘ Macedonians,” not 
as ‘“‘ Alexandrines,” with no deme-name. This has led 
Schubart and Wilcken to believe that all through Ptolemaic 
times there was a distinct class of ‘‘Macedonians”’ at Alexandria, 
who served largely in the army and at court, and originally 
held themselves superior to “‘ Alexandrines ”’ of the citizen- 
body. In connexion with this we have the odd statement 
of Josephus, that the Jews at Alexandria counted as “‘ Mace- 
donians.” (This is one of the arguments which modern 
scholars adduce to prove, against Josephus, that the Jews did 
not belong to the citizen-body.) We know that many Jews 
served in the army, and that the chief commands were some- 
times held by Jews. It may be that some assimilation of 
the Jewish soldiers to the Macedonian soldiers is behind the 
statement of Josephus.” 

In a well-known fragment of Polybius the population of 
Alexandria in the later days of the dynasty is said to con- 
sist of three elements: (1) the native Egyptian element, 
‘“sharp-witted and amenable to civil life” ; 3 (2) the mercenary 
troops, insubordinate and apt to impose their will upon the ° 
government ; and (3) the “ Alexandrines,” who showed some 
tendency themselves to break through the restraints of civil 
order, though less turbulent than the soldiery—‘ for even 
if they were mixed in stock, they were Greeks by origin and 

1 For tribes and demes at Alexandria and Ptolemais, see Kenyon, 
Archiv, ii. pp. 70 ff. ; Breccia, Bull. de la Soc. Archéol. d’ Alex., No. 
10 (1908), pp. 169 ff. ; Schubart, Archiv, v. pp. 82 ff. 

2'T'wo men who are apparently Jews, because their legal trans- 
actions are drawn before the “‘ archeion (bureau) of the Jews,” describe 
themselves as “ Macedonians” (B.G.U., No. 1151. Cf. No. 1132). 

’ This seems to be the meaning of mod:rixdéy in this passage. A 
difficulty has been felt in what is apparently a term of praise being 
applied to the native population. R. Kunze has suggested ro\vécKov 
“litigious,” as an emendation, and this is accepted by Lumbroso. 
But the later sentence 05 atrd evxpws moditixdy implies that the 
word moNrixdv has been used already. The contrast in the passage 
is between military violence and turbulence on the one hand, and 
conduct belonging to orderly civil life on the other. The Egyptians 
at Alexandria might be rogues and cheats, but they did not violate 
the order of the city ; they were “civil” rogues, with the qualities 
and defects of the town gamin. 
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had not forgotten the general Greek mode of life.’ The 
classification is obviously not exact, but a rough statement of 
the impression made by the crowd in the streets of Alexandria 
upon a visitor about 100 B.c. Polybius says nothing of the 
regular army ; one may gather that at this time the mercenary 
troops procured by the court from abroad were the con- 
spicuous military element. And under the term “ Alexan- 
drines ”’ Polybius apparently includes the whole free Greek 
civil population, whether they belonged to the citizen-body 
or not. He does not mention the Jews ; possibly, Hellenized 
as they were in speech and dress, they were not easily dis- 
tinguishable in appearance from the Greeks. 

The Alexandrines in their social life, their intellectual and 
artistic culture, were Greeks: how far Alexandria had the 
political institutions which normally characterized the Greek 
city-state it is not possible to say with any certainty upon our 
present evidence. In a Greek city which was also the resid- 
ence of a despotic court, even where the forms of autonomous 
government existed, they could not but be really under the 
control of the court, as we know was the case at Pergamon. 
But we do not know in the case of Alexandria whether the 
forms even of self-government existed. At the beginning of 
the Roman period we know that Alexandria had not a senate 
or popular assembly, but that does not exclude the possibility 
that under the Ptolemies, or during part of the Ptolemaic 
period, the citizens met to pass laws and pséphismata. One 
fragmentary inscription has been found which was thought by 
Plaumann to contain part of a pséphisma passed by the Alex- 
andrine people! But it is uncertain whether the stone does 
not come from Rhodes. 

In the Halle Papyrus (called Halensis I.) we have a collec- 
tion of extracts from the civic laws and regulations (the 
astikoi nomoi) of Alexandria—a document of very great 
importance for the study of Greek Law—but there is nothing 
to show whether the laws in question were passed by a popular 
assembly or whether they were imposed by the king. , 

Strabo gives, as the chief office-bearers at Alexandria 
‘“in the days of the kings,” the exégétés, the hypomnémato- 
graphos, the archidikastés, and the Commander of the Night 
Watch (nukterinos stratégos). But it is now generally held 
that he confused the civic authorities of Alexandria as an 
autonomous (or semi-autonomous) city-state with royal 

1 Klio (1910), pp. 41 f. 
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(and afterward imperial) officials who had their headquarters 
in Alexandria and might naturally attract the attention of a 
visitor, as persons of high consideration resident in the city. 
The only hypomnematographoi known in Ptolemaic times are 
the secretaries of the king and of the diotketes. 

The archidikastes is one of the stock problems of Greek 
and Roman Egypt. In Roman times it has long been obvious 
that, although resident in Alexandria, he was not an official 
of the City but a judicial authority for the whole of Egypt. 
It was supposed that in Ptolemaic times he had really been, 
as Strabo represents him, a civic official.1 Schubart, how- 
ever, has argued forcibly that this was not so.2 The title 
given to the archidikastes in Roman times (“ having oversight 
of the chrematistai and the other tribunals’) must be a relic 
of the Ptolemaic régime, because in Roman times the chre- 
matistai had ceased to exist. The Alexandrine documents 
relating to a form of legal procedure called synchorésis, since 
they belong to the earliest days of Roman rule, probably 
Show the Ptolemaic system still in working. One of the 
tribunals in Alexandria is here called “‘ the tribunal in the 
[royal] court”? (7d ev tH atAq Kpityprov).2 The part played 
by the archidikastes indicates that his competence extends 
to Egypt generally. But if this is so, it becomes a problem 
why the archidikastes does not appear in Ptolemaic papyri. 
The only mention of an archidikastes in Ptolemaic times is an 
inscription in which the people of ‘Thera honours some one 
described as belonging to the “ First Friends” of king 
Ptolemy and queen Cleopatra (it may be either Ptolemy 
V., VI., or VII.) and archidikastes* But it is quite likely 
that this is a judicial authority appointed by the Ptolemaic 
government for the island of ‘Thera, and has nothing to do 
with Egypt. Schubart suggests an explanation for the strange 
absence of the archidikastes in our Egyptian documents, by 
the supposition that, although his competence extended to 
the whole of Egypt, it was limited to selecting the judges 
who composed the various tribunals instituted to try par- 
ticular cases, and was not concerned either with the trial as 
such or with appeals from the judgment given. In any case 
it seems likely, on our present data, that Strabo was wrong 


1 So Mitteis, Grundziige, ii. p. 27 ; Koschaker in Zeitsch. d. Savigny- 
Stiftung, xxviil. (1907), pp. 254 ff., an article dealing at length with 
the archidikastes of Roman Egypt. 

2 Archiv, v.pp.61-70, *B.G.U.,vol.iv.,No.1098. +40O.G.I. 136. 
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when he classed the archidikastes of Ptolemaic times amongst 
the civic authorities of Alexandria. 

There remain, therefore, of Strabo’s four only the exegetes 
and the nukterinos strategos as authorities of the City Alex- 
andria. What the duties and competence of the former were 
is another problem. ‘The term exegetes was ordinarily applied 
in Greek to the official experts retained in Greek cities for 
the interpretation of oracles and omens, but if the province of 
the Alexandrine exegetes had originally been a similar one, it 
must have come with time to be very much extended. Strabo 
says that it was his business to have “ the oversight of things 
useful to the City” (émpédcav roy TH ode xpnoipwov)—an 
exceedingly vague description. That the exegetes was in 
some sort the chief magistrate is indicated by his wearing 
a purple robe and “ enjoying certain ancestral honours ”— 
whatever that may mean.! That the exegetes was also the 

- annual eponymous priest of Alexander is proved, I think, by 
the passage of Pseudo-Callisthenes (iii. 33), which describes 
this priest as ‘‘ overseer of the City” (éripedtoris THs TOAEws), 
and mentions that his insignia were a wreath of gold and a 
purple robe. Since the eponymous priesthood was conferred 
as a personal distinction upon persons whose active functions 
can hardly have been those of a city magistrate (e.g. upon 
members of the royal family or king’s favourites), one 
may conjecture that the exegetes was really only a decorative 
president of the civic government, not a working official.? — 

With regard to the nukterinos strategos, we know nothing 
except what the name tells us, though it is possible that the 
office of the prefectus vigilum at Rome under the Empire 
was copied from Alexandria, and it is also possible that the 
nukterinos strategos was identical with the Commander 
of the City (stratégos tés poleds), a title found on a granite 
slab of unknown date which can doubtfully be assigned to 
Alexandria. If the strategos tes poleos was analogous 
to the prefectus urbi at Rome, he would not have been an 
official of the City but an officer appointed by the king to 
control the City. 


1] question whether Bouché-Leclercq’s translation, 
les traditions nationales,” is possible. ; 

2'That the exegetes was also ex-officio Curator (epistates) of the 
Museum, as Mommsen held, seems not supported by any sufficient 
evidence. A particular individual might combine both offices, like 
Chrysermus under Ptolemy III. (0.G-.J. 104). 

3 Archiv, ili. p. 135 


“ représente 
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One very important official of the City Strabo does not 
mention—the Gymnasiarch. As the Gymnasium was the 
centre of the social life of a Greek city, the Gymnasiarch was 
in a way the social head of the citizen-body. When in Roman 
times there are repeated outbreaks of violence between Greeks 
and Jews in Alexandria, it is the Gymnasiarch who represents 
the Greek citizen-body, who pleads the cause of the Greeks 
at Rome before the Emperor and stands for Greek republican 
freedom.1 The Gymnasiarch of Alexandria must have been 
a very important person under the Ptolemies. 

A certain tract of country round Alexandria was marked 
off as territory belonging to the Alexandrines. In the matter 
of taxation this had immunities which distinguished it from 
ordinary Egyptian land.? In Roman times it formed a nome, 
with Hermopolis for the administrative capital, but it is 
doubtful whether that arrangement goes back to Ptolemaic 
times. 

Within this territory the zone immediately adjoining the 
City—the proasteion, or the district exd tou asteds—was subject 
to special regulations in the matter of building and digging 
trenches.® 

To keep the population of Alexandria supplied with the 
necessaries of life was a concern of the king’s. In a country 
where everything could be regulated with the precision made 
possible by such a system of bureaus and statistics as existed 
in Ptolemaic Egypt, it could be approximately calculated 
beforehand how much corn, how much oil, would be required 
each year by Alexandria, and the right proportion of the corn 
and oil coming in from the royal treasuries all over the country 
could be allotted to this purpose.* 


(c) Ptolemais 


The second Greek city founded after the conquest in 
Egypt was Ptolemais, 400 miles up the Nile, where there was 
a native village called Psoi, in the nome called after the ancient 
Egyptian city of Thinis (modern Girgeh).° If Alexandria 


1 Wilcken, “Zum alexandrinischen Antisemitismus,’ Abh. der 
sdichs. Ges. d. Wiss., phil.-hist. K]. xxvii. (1909). 

27a €& al@vos airns Slkau (O.G.I., No. 669, line 62). For the 
extent of the AdeEavdpéwy xwpa, see Pseudo-Callisthenes, i. 31. 

8 Flalensis, 1. 4 Revenue Laws, col. 60, 61. 

°> For Ptolemais generally, see Plaumann’s monograph, Ptolemais 
in Oberdgypten (Leipzig, 1910). 
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perpetuated the name and cult of the great Alexander, 
Ptolemais was to perpetuate the name and cult of the founder 
of the Ptolemaic time. Framed in by the barren hills of the 
Nile Valley and the Egyptian sky, here a Greek city arose, 
with its public buildings and temples and theatre, no doubt 
exhibiting the regular architectural forms associated with 
Greek culture, with a citizen-body Greek in blood, and the 
institutions of a Greek city-state. If there is some doubt 
whether Alexandria possessed a council (boulé) and assembly, 
there is none in regard to Ptolemais. It was more possible 
for the kings to allow a measure of self-government to a people 
removed at that distance from the ordinary residence of the 
court. We have still, inscribed on stone, decrees (psephis- 
mata) passed in the assembly of the people of Ptolemais, 
couched in the regular forms of Greek political tradition: 
“It seemed good to the bouwlé and to the démos : Hermas son 
of Doreon, of the deme Megisteus, was the proposer : Whereas 
the prytaneis who were colleagues with Dionysius the son of 
Muszeus in the 8th year, etc.” 

The names of citizens of Ptolemais are good Greek names. 
No doubt they too, like the “ Alexandrines ” and the people 
of Naucratis, avoided intermarriage with Egyptians. Psoi 
will, no doubt, have formed a native quarter at Ptolemais, 
just as Rakoti did at Alexandria, with a native population 
excluded from the citizen-body. 

The citizen-body at Ptolemais, too, was divided into tribes 
and demes. Schubart has made it seem probable that the 
deme-names at Alexandria and Ptolemais were so arranged 
—presumably by the court—that the same deme-name should 
never occur in both cities. This, however, did not apply 
to the tribe-names. There was a tribe ‘“ Ptolemais”’ at 
Ptolemais, as well as at Alexandria. But the deme-names 
of Ptolemais, although different from those of Alexandria, 
were of the same kind. One of the demes belonging to the 
tribe Ptolemais gave the deme-name Berenikeus. ‘To the 
same tribe, presumably, belonged the other demes called after 
members of the royal family—Cleopatoreios, Philotereios. 
‘“ Megisteus ” is possibly taken from an epithet attached to 
Ptolemy I. in the cult offered him, as Megistos Theos Soter 
(‘“ Greatest God Saviour”). ‘‘ Hylleus ” and “ Karaneus ” 
are taken from the royal pedigree. “‘ Danaeus ” is taken from 
that mythological cycle which made out a connexion between 
Egypt and Greece in prehistoric times, 
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Formally Ptolemais was a free Greek city-state in alliance 
with king Ptolemy, to which the king sent ambassadors, 
whom the city received with public honours! It dealt 
directly with the court and was not subject to the strategos 
of the Thinite nome or the epistrategos of the Thebaid, though 
he might often reside in Ptolemais. No doubt, in reality Ptole- 
mais was completely under the king’s control. Such control 
might be secured in one way by the important offices in the 
city being given to royal officials, as seems to have been done 
in the 2nd century and afterwards. Callimachus, the epz- 
strategos of the Thebaid, is also chief-prytanis and gymnasiarch 
of Ptolemais.2 Lysimachus, who appears in one inscription 
as ‘‘ prytanis for life’ and in another as grammateus of the 
boulé, is also a hipparch in the royal army.* 

The inscriptions of the 3rd century B.c. from Ptolemais 
show us the city electing its own magistrates and judges, 
and altering the constitution at will. But the city had no 
power to strike its own coins, and in the latter part of the 
2nd century the chief camp for the king’s forces in Upper 
Egypt seems to have been at Ptolemais. In the reign of 
Ptolemy Auletes (March, 75 B.c.) we find a communication 
sent from the court to the city of Ptolemais (to the prytaneis 
apparently) informing them that the king has conferred the 
privilege of asylia upon a temple of Isis erected by Calli- 
machus the epzstrategos in the territory of Ptolemais.4| This 
shows that the city could not itself confer privileges of this 
kind upon temples even in its own territory. 

Ptolemais had its own cult, or system of cults, addressed 
to the persons of the royal house. Our earliest documents 
in regard to this matter belong to the reign of Ptolemy IV., 
Philopator, and show us an annual “ Priest of Ptolemy Soter 
and of the Father-loving Gods” (i.e. the reigning king and 
queen). Documents in the Thebaid: are dated both by 
the priesthood of Alexander and the Ptolemaic kings and 
queens at Alexandria (as documents are all over the kingdom), 
and by this. priesthood at Ptolemais (as documents in other 
parts are not). Plaumann supposed that this eponymous 
priesthood at Ptolemais was a new institution of Ptolemy 
Philopator’s, but that there was, quite distinct from it, a 
city-cylt of Ptolemy I., as “ Theos Soter”’ or as ‘“‘ Megistos 
Theos\Soter”’ (without his proper name), and that this 

10.G.I., No. 49. > Klio, x. (1910), p. 54. 
OrG.1., Nessa and 728. . eis ee oi 


THE PEOPLE, THE CITIES, THE COURT 107 


city-cult went back as far as the lifetime of Ptolemy I. The 
evidence upon which he built for this distinct city-cult is 
exceedingly slight, but it seems antecedently probable, or 
even certain, that Ptolemais must have had from the beginning 
some cult of its founder. If Rhodes, in the lifetime of Ptolemy 
I., instituted a cult of him as a Saviour God, his own city 
of Ptolemais can hardly have been behind. But whether a 
distinct city-cult of the founder still went on after the institu- 
tion of the eponymous cult by the king or not, it is naturally 
the latter as to which our documents furnish information. 

The eponymous cult of Ptolemais shows the following 
successive modifications : 

1. Under Ptolemy V., Epiphanes, the eponymous priest 
is “‘ Priest of Ptolemy Soter and of the God Epiphanes 
Eucharistus.” 

2. A (priestess) kanéphoros of Arsinoe Philadelphus is 
added in or before the twenty-third year of Ptolemy V. 
(183-182 B.c.). 

3. Under Ptolemy VI., Philometor (as early as 179-178 
B.C.), a “‘ Priest of king Ptolemy and of Cleopatra the Mother ” 
is added to the “ Priest of Ptolemy Soter and the God Epi- 
phanes Eucharistus ”—two priests now, not one. 

4. Between 161 and 148 a wholly new system is instituted. 
Every one of the Ptolemies has now an annual priest of his 
own. ‘The list begins with Ptolemy I., then comes the reigning 
king (Philometor), then Ptolemy II., and so on: So-and-so 
being Priest of Ptolemy Soter, So-and-so Priest of king 
Ptolemy the Mother-loving God, So-and-so Priest of Ptolemy 
Philadelphus, etc.; and this system probably went on, with 
the list growing longer and longer, till the end of the dynasty ; 
but our data fail, because as the list became long, the scribes 
had not the patience to write it all out in the dating of the 
documents, but took to writing simply “ those being Priests 
and Priestesses in Ptolemais who were such ” (tov dvtwv Kai 
ovoav). : 

5. Under Ptolemy VII. Euergetes, a new Priest strangely 
called “‘ Priest of the Golden throne of King Ptolemy, the 
Beneficent God, the Great King, their own Eucharistos a 
is inserted in the third place, after the Priest of the reigning 
king himself. 

6. Priestesses (hiereiai) of Cleopatra I., of Cleopatra IT., and 
of Cleopatra III. are successively added to the kanephoros of 


Arsinoe Philadelphus. 
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Before we leave Ptolemais, it is worth notice that one interest 
of Greek culture, the dramatic, was a living one in this far-away 
Greek community. As early as the reign of Ptolemy II. 
we find Ptolemais the place where a guild of actors (“‘ artists 
attached to Dionysos”) has its headquarters, under the 
patronage of the Brother-and-Sister Gods." 


(d) Memphis 


In addition to the three Greek cities we may glance at the 
old Egyptian capital, where there was a royal palace (possibly 
the old palace of the Pharaohs still used by the Ptolemies) 
and royal gardens? (6 Bactdtxds Kjos). Memphis, although 
essentially an Egyptian town, with the great temple of Ptah 
(whom the Greeks called Hephaistos), had now a more or 
less cosmopolitan character. Even before the coming of 
Alexander, there were bodies of Greeks and Carians— 
mercenaries or the descendants of mercenaries—settled in 
Memphis under the Egyptian kings. They were called 
Hellenomemphitz and Caromemphitz, and had probably 
intermarried with the Egyptians. As at Naucratis, a temple- 
precinct called the Hellenion formed a centre for this Greek 
or half-Greek community. Under the Ptolemies they 
formed perhaps a politeuma with a kind of communal self- 
government and magistrates called tmichot (though this 
rests upon a somewhat conjectural interpretation of one docu- 
ment). The different nationalities at Memphis were ap- 
parently locally separate in quarters of their own. Beside 
the Greek and the Carian quarter, Ptolemaic papyri have 
shown us a Syro-Persian and a Pheenicio-Egyptian quarter.® 
An inscription of the 2nd century shows us a politeuma of 
Idumzan policemen at Memphis, which meets to pass resolu- 
tion in “‘the upper temple of Apollo.” 4 No doubt, all these 
different peoples had introduced into Memphis the cult of their 
national gods. In the original Serapeum near Memphis, 
already described, there was a shrine of the Asiatic goddess 
Astarte, amongst the complex of buildings within the precinct. 
Herodotus had already in the 5th century spoken of a cult 
of Astarte (“the foreign Aphrodite”) in Memphis. But 
Astarte had. almost ceased to be foreign, since many centuries 


* Strack, 35. AISI ABs 
® Wilcken, Grundziige, pp. 18, 19; Chrest. 30; Archiv, vi. pp. 397 f, 
SOrGen. it, 737. 
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before the Egyptians had adopted her, identifying her with 
Sekhmet, the daughter of Ptah. 


§ 3. NoNn-GREEK FOREIGNERS 


The Greeks (including the Macedonians) formed far the 
largest element in the alien population which swarmed into 
Egypt under the Ptolemies, but we have seen that the Ptole- 
maic armies contained also a strong proportion of other Balkan 
peoples (‘Thracians, Illyrians) and a good number of Asiatics. 
In Asia Minor Hellenization had already gone so far that 
in these days Mysians, Carians, and Lycians might almost 
count as Greeks, and, no doubt, ordinarily spoke and wrote 
in Greek. The Gauls from Asia Minor who were brought 
into Egypt as soldiers would be more distinctly barbarians.1 
In their settlements in Asia Minor they: continued to speak 
their Welsh tongue till Roman times. 

There were a certain number of Persians, or men called 
Persian in virtue of their ancestry. ‘Two things are generally 
admitted : (1) that a large number of the people who are 
described as “‘ Persians”? in the papyri were such only by 
a fiction, though this is questioned by Pringsheim; (2) that 
there were at the beginning of Ptolemaic rule a number of 
real Persians in Egypt—remains of the Persian garrison of the 
country, found there by Alexander. Most of these Persian 
soldiers and their descendants may have served in Ptolemy’s 
army, and formed a category which was afterwards fictitiously 
extended to non-Persians. By far the largest number of 
‘‘ Persians ”’ mentioned have Greek or Egyptian names, but 
a few have Iranian names,” and although a non-Greek might 
easily have a Greek name, it would be uncommon for a non- 
Persian to have a Persian name. The disproportionately 
large number of “ Persians ” mentioned amongst soldiers and 
soldiers’ children in Ptolemaic Egypt, and their continuance 
as a distinct class in Roman times, would by itself lead one to 
suspect a legal fiction. We have definite evidence of fictitious 
nationalities being assumed in the 2nd century B.c. About 


1 Sir. F. Petrie calls attention to the large proportion of Thracians 
and Gauls shown in the Alexandrine epitaphs. Cf. his Social Life in 
Ancient Egypt, p. 197. 

5% Terridates, Petrie, ii. 30 (reign of Euergetes I.) ; Arsaces, Gren- 
fell, i. 12, 1. 32 (148 B.c.). Harpalus, son of Arsames (238) B.C.)5 
Neroutsos, L’ancienne Alex., p. 114; Mithrodates, Smyly, Gurob 22. 
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145 we find a man who is at one time a “‘ Macedonian,” at 
another time a ‘“‘ Cretan”’; and we have one “ Persian” in 
115, who had become a “‘ Mysian” in 103. The explanation 
offered by Lesquier connects these spurious nationalities 
with the politeumata which are known to have existed in the 
case of certain races. Soldiers who belonged to the same 
foreign race formed sometimes in the Ptolemaic realm a 
voluntary association called a politeuma, with a kind of com- 
munal life. Besides the politeuma of Idumezans, already 
referred to, we have a politeuma of Cretans, and a politeuma 
of Beeotians.1 It may be, Lesquier suggests, that soldiers of 
other races later on got admitted to such associations and 
assumed fictitiously, while they belonged it, the nationality of 
Idumzans or Cretans, or whatever it might be; and it may 
be that there was a politeuma of Persians, by which Persian 
nationality came to have the fictitious extension which we 
find. We do definitely meet with people who are described 
as ‘‘ Jews, Persians of the epigone,’? and we have noted a 
“Persian” trooper serving under Tubias in the Ammonite 
country whose father has the Jewish name of Ananias. But, 
as against Lesquier’s theory, we have no evidence of the 
existence of a Persian politeuma, and the theory would not 
account for the extraordinary frequency of these “ Persians.” 
Later studies point to the fictitious Persian nationality being 
connected with certain legal disabilities attaching to Persians 
in Ptolemaic Egypt. It looks as if a Persian debtor had not 
the same protection from summary arrest which a European 
had. If so, a man or woman hard put to it to borrow money 
might fictitiously assume Persian nationality in order to 
give a creditor a better guarantee.* Why Persians should 
have been put in. this position of inferiority is a problem. 
Woess has conjectured that it was because they had violated 
temples in the days of Persian rule, and were therefore now 
denied the privileges of sanctuary. Pringsheim’s suggestion 
seems to me much more probable—that it was in order to 
emphasize the fact that those who had been the ruling race in 
Egypt were so no longer. In any case, if the Persian entered 
the army, his inferiority of status came to an end; a Persian 
soldier seems to stand on the same footing as a Macedonian 
or Greek soldier. The question of these “ Persians” is 


1 Bull. Alex., No. 19, Pp: L1G: * Hamburg, 2; B.G.U. 1134. 
3 F, Pringsheim in Zeitsch. d. Savigny-Stiftung, vol. xliv. (1924), 
pp. 396 ff.; J. G. Tait in Archiv, vii. (1924), 175 f. 
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however, still obscure. It is a difficulty that one should find 
a “Persian” the son of Ananias as far back as 259-8 B.C. 
Fictitious nationalities in other cases do not seem to appear 
till the 2nd century. 

Arab nomads of the eastern desert penetrated in small 
bodies into the cultivated land of the Nile then, as they do 
to-day. The Greeks called all the land on the eastern side 
of the Nile “ Arabia,” and villages were really to be found 
here and there with a population of Arabs who had exchanged 
the life of tent-dwellers for that of settled agriculturists. 
We hear, at any rate, of one such village, Pois, in the Memphite 
nome, two of whose inhabitants send on September 20, 
152 B.C., a letter to a friend The letter is in Greek ; it had 
to be written for the two Arabs by the young Macedonian 
Apollonius, the Arabs being even unable apparently to 
subscribe it. Apollonius writes their names as Myrullas 
and Chalbas, the first probably, and the second certainly, 
Semitic. A century earlier we hear of Arabs farther west, 
in the Fayam, organized under a leader of their own, and 
working mainly as herdsmen on the dorea of Apollonius the 
diotketes ; but these Arabs bear Greek and Egyptian names. 

The largest foreign element after the Greek was the 
Jewish. At the time of the Christian era the Jews in Egypt 
had come to number about a million out of a total population 
of about seven and a half millions. We think of the Jews to- 
day as pre-eminently financiers and traders. But in those 
days they had not yet any special reputation in that line. The 
Jews of Alexandria were, no doubt, like the Greeks of Alex- 
andria, engaged in various kinds of trade and industry, but 
large numbers of the Jews in Egypt had been imported as 
soldiers. ‘The Maccabean revolt and the wars of the Has- 
monzan Jewish kings proved how formidable the Jews could 
be as fighters. The Elephantine Aramaic papyri have 
shown us Jewish soldiers of the Persian king established near 
the first cataract long before Alexander came to Egypt. 
Perhaps semi-paganized Jewish communities of this type had 
been absorbed, and ceased to exist as a separate people, 
before the end of the Persian period, but it seems likely that 
Ptolemy I. found a Jewish element still existing in Egypt 
when he took over the country. Sir Flinders Petrie refers 
to a Jewish tomb, opposite Oxyrhyncus, discovered in 1922, 
with a long Aramaic inscription, belonging to the middle of 

1 Wilcken, U. d. Pt., No. 72. 
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the sth century (The Fews in Egypt, p. 27). In any case, when 
Palestine had been united to their kingdom by the Ptolemies, 
a fresh stream of immigration from Judza to Egypt naturally 
followed. It was not only voluntary immigration. Regard- 
ing the Jews as good material for his army, Ptolemy I. had 
transported masses of them to Egypt—100,000, according to 
Pseudo-Aristeas, who says that he put 30,000 of them “in 
the garrisons ’’—settled them, we may perhaps understand, 
like the Greeks and Macedonians, on the land. Inscriptions 
and papyri give us traces of this Jewish population in the 
country towns of Egypt throughout the Ptolemaic period. 
The language of the Egyptian Jews was Greek; after a 
generation or two immigrants from Palestine forgot their 
Semitic speech.2 Their Hebrew scriptures they knew only in 
the Greek translation, which we call the Septuagint because, 
according to the legend, the translation had been made by the 
Seventy Translators under Ptolemy II. Since the Seventy 
Translators were held to have been themselves miraculously 
inspired, there was no need for the Egyptian Jews to concern 
themselves with the original Hebrew. As a matter of fact, 
the translation of the Old Testament was made, bit by bit, 
in Egypt during the last three centuries before the Christian 
era. According to the first form of the legend, it was not 
the Old Testament as a whole, but only the five books of the 
Law which were translated by the Seventy, and it is likely 
that a Greek version of the Law really was required by the 
Egyptian Jews as early as the reign of Ptolemy II. In the 


1 Synagogue at Athribis, O.G.J., No. 96, cf. No. 101 ; at Magdola, 
Lille, ii. No. 35 ; at Schedia, O.G.J. 11. No. 726 ; at Xenephyris in 
the Fayim, Preisigke, No. 5862 ; at Kerkeosiris (Tebtunis, No. 86) ; 
Asylia granted to synagogues, O.G.J., No. 129, Chrest., No. 54; 
Jews at Psenyris in the Fayim, Chrest., No. 55; Jews who pay 
land-tax (i.e. are agriculturists), or pay money into. the bank (z.e. 
are tax-farmers) ; Wilcken, Ostr. pp. 523 ff., cf. Chrest., No. 261, 
where correction is given of the view in Ostr.; a Jew who steals a horse 
(the reading of the name as Danoulos was wrong; the writer of the 
papyrus says, ‘whose name I do not know,” Chrest., No. 57) ; 
Jewish soldiers in the Ptolemaic army ; Breccia, Bull. Alew., 1902, 
pp. 48 ff.; Hibeh, No. 96; Petrie, iti. No. 21g, 1. 12; an officer, 
B.C.H. xxvi. (1902), p. 454; a general, Archiv, i. pp. 48 ff.; Jewish 
inscriptions on the temple of Pan in Thebaid, O.G.J., Nos. 73, 74 ; 
Samaritans in Egypt, see Schiirer, ili. pp. 24 f. 

2 Yet there were Jews at Thebes about 200 B.c. whose transactions 
with each other were drawn up in Aramaic. “‘ An Aramaic Papyrus 
from Egypt,” Proceedings of the Soc. of Bibl. Archeol. xxix. (1907), 
pp. 260 ff. 
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latter times of the dynasty it made an important difference to 
any one who ruled Egypt, or aspired to rule it, if he had the 
Jews on his side. 
Whether the Jews at Alexandria were, or were not, in- 
cluded in the citizen-body of Alexandrines is, as has been said, 
a debated question. It seems really to resolve itself into a 
question of terms—what is meant by “ citizenship ”’—the 
Jews plainly had certain peculiar privileges, on the strength 
of which they might claim to count as Alexandrine citizens, 
whilst they lacked other ordinary characteristics of citizen- 
ship, the absence of which might justify the Greek Alexan- 
drines in denying them the name. As a community in 
Alexandria, they had a measure of self-government not 
conceded to any other community within a Greek city-state. 
Their chief in early Roman times (and perhaps in Ptolemaic 
times) had the title of genarches* or ethnarches® In Roman 
times the government of the community was vested in a 
senate (gerisia), and this, too, may go back to the earlier period. 
The archontes seem to have been a committee of the senate. 
But the only title for the rulers of the community for which 
we have documentary evidence in the Ptolemaic period is that 
of Elders (presbyterot).* 

The Jewish quarter, Delta, adjoined the palace quarter on 
the north-east and reached down to the sea. In so far as 
it lay beyond the harbour, it might be spoken of by enemies 
of the Jews contemptuously, as an out-of-the-way wretched 
sort of place, whilst the Jews might retort that its sea-front 
and its proximity to the royal palace made it pleasant and 
honourable.® It was not a ghetto, inasmuch as there was no 
compulsion upon the Jews to live in the Delta quarter ; many, 
as a matter of fact, lived in other parts of the city. But 
the Delta quarter was mainly inhabited by Jews, who had 
gathered there by choice, as they do in certain districts of 
London to-day. 

There were naturally a number of synagogues in Alex- 
andria for a community so large. ‘The principal synagogue 

1That they had citizen-rights has been maintained by Schtrer 
(iii. p. 79) and by J. Juster, Les Fuifs dans Empire Romain ; on the 
other side see Wilcken, Zum Alexandrinischen Antisemitismus, and 
H. I. Bell, ¥ews and Christians in Egypt (British Museum, 1924). 
In the latter monograph references will be found to further literature 


on the subject. ei] 
2 Philo, in Flacc. § 74. * Joseph., Arch. xiy. § 117. 
4 Pseudo-Aristeas, § 310. 5 Joseph., c. Apion, ii. § 33 ff. 
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was in Roman times one of the most impressive in the Empire, 
a magnificent building in the style of a Greek basilica, de- 
scribed with pride in the Talmud, so large that the voice of 
the officiating minister could not reach the more distant part 
of the congregation, and a man had to be stationed haif-way 
down the building with a flag, to signal the moments for 
saying Amen. But we have in Ptolemaic times the mention 
of synagogues at Alexandria—one built on behalf of the 
famous Cleopatra and Ptolemy Cesar “‘to the Great God 
who heareth,” by a certain Alypus, a rich member, no doubt, 
of the Jewish community.t 

All these peoples will have brought with them to Egypt the 
cult of their national gods. ‘There is mention in the papyri 
of a cult of the Syrian goddess,” and of a cult of the Phcenician 
Adonis.? An inscription shows us a priest dedicating a shrine 
to the Phrygian Agdistis4 A temple of Mithras, built, no 
doubt, by Persians, is found in the Faytim in the 3rd century 
B.c2 We find a cult of the. Thracian rider-god, Heron, 
established in the Fayim, and semi-Egyptianized.® 


§ 4. THe Faytm 


One of the greatest works executed under the second 
Ptolemy was the winning of large new tracts of land for culti- 
vation and habitation in the Fayim. ‘This is the modern 
Arabic name for a depression, about 30 miles broad from 
north to south and 40 miles long from east to west, which lies 
to the west of the Nile Valley, separated from it by the line 
of bordering hills. ‘There is, however, a gap in these hills, 
near the modern IIlahtin, through which a branch of the Nile, 
which wanders off westward near Assiut, can flow into the 
depression and fill it up to the level of the Nile. Hence in 
the days of the first Egyptian dynasties, a great part of the 


10.G.I. ii. No. 742. Other mentions of synagogues in Alexandria : 
Accordi, in Stud. Scuola Pap. Milano, iti. p. 24; Inscr. grec. ad res 
Roman. pertin. i. No. 1077. For the Jews in Egypt generally, see 
Sir F. Petrie, Status of the Jews in Egypt (1922) ; Modona, in 4gyptus, 
Map Paesoiti. > ls ppeal Ome 

2 Magd. 2, Chrest., No. 101. ‘Petrie, tii. p. 32. 

SO:G sees. 5: 

5 Smyly, Gurob, No. 22 (cf. Archiv, vii. pp. 71, 72). 

® Lefebvre, Annales, xx. (1920), pp. 238 ff; xxi. p. 163. For 
possible Buddhist festivals at Memphis, see p. 155. 
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depression presented the appearance of a natural lake, rising 
and falling with the river, and having villages of Egyptian 
fisher-folk along its shores. Kings of the XIIth dynasty 
took a great interest in this Lake Region; it became a favourite 
_ royal residence, and it was probably a king of this dynasty, 
concealed in Herodotus under the name ‘“ Meeris,” who built 
the great dam with powerful locks across the gap through 
which the river flowed into the depression, so regulating the 
inflow and outflow that the inhabitants of the depression 
would be secured against destructive floods, and the country 
have a reservoir of water when the Nile was low. In 
the 5th century B.c. Herodotus visited and saw the great 
expanse of water—Lake Meeris, the Greeks called it after 
his time. It filled the depression in those days about up 
to the site of the present capital of the province, Medinet- 
el-Fayiim, where then stood the Egyptian town of Shedet. 
The special god worshipped by the Lake people was the 
crocodile god, Sebek, depicted in hieroglyphics with a croco- 
dile’s head. Crocodiles were sacred for them, and one special 
crocodile was kept at Shedet, as the embodiment of Sebek, 
adorned with jewels and fed by the priests, just as the sacred 
bull, Apis, was kept at Memphis, as the embodiment of Hapi. 
When the Ptolemies took over Egypt the great lake was still 
there. Shedet the Greeks called Krokodeilon-polis, “ City of 
Crocodiles.”” But when the Greeks considered this fair and 
fertile country on the other side of the barren hills which 
bounded the Nile, it seemed to them possible to dry up a 
good part of the water in the depression and lay bare wide 
tracts of new good soil for colonization. It was a work be- 
fitting a great king. Also Ptolemy, following, as we have 
seen, the plan of creating an artificial Macedonia in Egypt, 
would have here virgin country for his Greeco-Macedonian 
soldier-settlers, where they might form the bulk of the popula- 
tion and where no Egyptians need be dispossessed. Greek 
engineering science, under Ptolemy I. and Ptolemy II., took 
the work in hand, and in a few years, where there had been 
shortly before a sheet of water, there were stretches of corn- 
fields with new villages and towns. "The water was reduced to 
less than half its previous extent, lying only over the northern 
and deepest part of the depression, where it still is to-day, 
Birket-el-Karin, become brackish and undrinkable, owing 
to the effect of evaporation upon its shrunk volume. ‘The 
land won by Ptolemy II. from the Lake is still covered 
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by the fields and villages of the Egyptian province, 
El-Faytim. 

The word “ Fayfim” is an Arabic transcription of its 
Egyptian (Coptic) name, meaning “‘ the Lake,” and the first 
name given by the Greeks to this outlying nome was just 
a translation of the Egyptian name, hé Limné, which means 
“the Lake’ in Greek! Although the labourers here were 
mainly native Egyptians, as elsewhere, ‘“‘ the Lake ”’ formed 
a province more Greek than any other in Egypt. It even 
looked to the Greek settlers more like their homeland, for 
the olive, which would not thrive in any other part of Egypt, 
here did well. No other part of Egypt has yielded to the 
modern excavator a richer yield of Greek papyri than the 
Fayim. ‘This is due, not only to the population here having 
written more largely in Greek, but to the towns on the edge 
of the desert having been abandoned rather rapidly, as 
irrigation fell out of working and the desert encroached, in 
the decline of the Roman Empire, so that their litter was 
quickly covered over by a layer of drifted sand. 

The names of the Lake towns were largely Greek, and 
some of them obviously given in honour of the royal family 
under Ptolemy IJ. The king’s own name was preserved 
in Ptolemais Hormos (Harbour), on the westward-wander- 
ing branch of the Nile just before it passed through the 
hills into the depression, probably near the modern Illahtn 
—the port by which the province was in communication 
with the waterway of the Nile: corn from “the Lake” 
was there put on river-boats to be carried down to Alexandria. 
The surname of the queen Arsinoe Philadelphus reappears 
in Philadelphia (mod. Rubayyat), and the divine brotherhood 
of king and queen was recorded by Theadelphia (Harit). The 
king’s sister Philotera gives her name to Philoteris (Wadfa) ; 
the special connexion of the royal family with Dionysos is 
reflected in Bacchias (Umm-el-‘Atl) and Dionysias (Kasr 
Kurtin ?). At the end of the reign of Ptolemy II., the whole 
nome was renamed after the great queen. It became, instead 
of “ the Lake,” the nome Arsinoités. Its capital, the City of 
Crocodiles, was probably, in late Ptolemaic times, renamed 
Ptolemais Euergetis (after Euergetes II.),? but was commonly 
spoken of in Roman times as “ the City of the Arsinoites.” 
Beside the towns already mentioned, whose sites have been 


‘It is so called in the Revenue Papyrus of Ptolemy II. (258 B.c.), 
* See the discussion in Tebtumnis, ii. pp. 398 f. 
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identified, there were others in the province bearing the same, 
or similar, names. ‘There were, at least, five villages called 
Ptolemais. ‘There was another Philoteris ;. two villages called 
_ Arsinoe ; two villages called Berenicis ; a village called ‘“ City 
-of Aphrodite Berenice”; two villages called Philopator; a 
Lysimachis ; a Magais. A certain number of places have 
names formed from that of a Greek deity—Hephestias, 
City of Leto, Athenas, City of Hermes, Areos, Heraclea, 
Polydeucia—or from the name of a Greek man—hamlet of 
Eucrates, hamlet of Philoxenus, Andromachis, Archelais— 
or simply a Greek name of good fortune—Euemeria (the 
modern Kasr el Banat). A large number have Egyptian 
names (which we know in their Greek transcript)—Kerke- 
sticha, Kerkeosiris, Pseuaryd, etc.—several of them corre- 
sponding to names of great Egyptian cities outside the Fayim 
—Memphis, Athribis, Mendes, Bubastos, Tanis (called, 
Rostovtzeff supposes, after the home-city of the fellahin 
settled there); and a few indicate the presence of Semitic 
settlers—Magdola (Hebrew migdol, a “ fortress’), Chan- 
aanais, a village called Samaria. ‘The Arsinoite nome, as a 
whole, was divided into three merides (‘“ divisions ”’)—the 
meris of Polemo on the south, the meris of 'Themistes on the 
west, and the meris of Heraclides on the north and north- 
east—a fourth smaller division called ‘‘the little Lake,” 
mentioned in early times, being later on, it would seem, 
incorporated in the division of Heraclides. 

It has been noted already that Ptolemy saw in the new- 
won land a tract in which he could specially settle his 
Greeco-Macedonian soldiers. As Rostovtzeff interprets the 
evidence, the Greeco-Macedonians were given in the first 
instance plots which consisted partly of fields already brought 
into a good state for corn cultivation by Egyptian fellahin 
(“ Royal Cultivators”) and partly of land still unirrigated, 
but which, by some supplementary work, was capable of 
being transformed into vineyards, orchards, and kitchen- 
gardens. ; 

Amongst the papyri found are a good many scraps of the 
official correspondence and papers of the two chief engineers 
who directed the new irrigation works in the Fayim under 
Ptolemy II. and Ptolemy III. The first was Cleon and the 
second Theodorus, and their title was architektén, which 
evidently means here, not an architect in our sense, but an 
engineer. he architekton received his instructions direct 
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from the diotketes—in the case of Cleon from Apollonius. 
To Cleon’s designs was probably due the great canal system 
which in future times fed the reclaimed land in the Faytim. 
But his life was not without its troubles. He seems to have 
been more or less at feud with a certain Clearchus, apparently 
one of his subordinates. We have a letter to him from the 
manager of the large estate of Apollonius, threatening him, 
because his duties in another part of the province had pre- 
vented his attending to some repairs necessary to a canal on 
the dorea of the great diotketes.2 When Ptolemy II. himself 
visited the Fayim, perhaps in his year 32, Cleon had to 
endure a burst of the king’s anger (mixp@s cou éxpyoaro)3 
But Cleon did not lose his post. He was still architekton 
in the last year of Ptolemy II. But we have a letter, written 
apparently just after the fall of Apollonius by the new 
diotketes, announcing to the officials of the Arsinoite nome 
that Theodorus has now been appointed architekton of the 
nome.* 


§ 5. ‘HE Court 


The court of Ptolemy II. can hardly have been second to - 
any in magnificence—organized, like any other monarchic 
court, in’a hierarchy of functionaries from the holders of high 
offices, such as the Chief Huntsman (archikynégos), the Chief 
Seneschal (archedeatros), the Chief Physician (archiatros), 
the Chief Cupbearers (archioinochoot), to the grooms and 
porters and sweepers. Yet the magnificence would have 
been controlled by the Greek artistic tradition; Ptolemy’s 
house would have been definitely the house of a great Greek, 
not that of a barbarian sultan, similar in type to the house of 
a rich Athenian, only larger and more splendid. Even when 
in its inner character, with the régime of eunuchs, it became 
Orientalized, its externals would have remained Greek.® 
Its costumes would not have shown the artificial extravagance 


elaetrie, IL. 3Ve (Aye ? Petrie, 11. xiii. (5). 

8 Witkowski, No. 6. 

4 A note of Rostovtzeff (Large Estate, p. 18) points out that Theo- 
dorus is spoken of as architekton as early as 249-8. Since, however, 
it seems proved that Cleon was still architekton in 246 B.C., we must 
probably suppose, as R. suggests, that Theodorus was really only 
sub-engineer at that time. 

5 Even in 5th-century Athens the household of a rich man like 
Callias included eunuch slaves (Plato, Protagoras, 31 4c). 
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of either the older Oriental courts, Egyptian or Persian, or 
of the court of Versailles in the 18th century—no stiffened 
and arbitrarily cut apparel which fantastically misrepresented 
the human body—but the simplicity of Greek dress, either 
. Showing the human form as it is, or covering it with garments 
which adapted themselves to it easily in the beauty of natural 
folds. For the men, at any rate, no elaborate head-dresses, 
tiaras, or turbans, or conventional wigs, but at most a band, 
such as a Greek victor in the games tied about his head (a 
diadéma) or a wreath imitating leaves in gold. Even the 
special head-dress which distinguished the king in these 
Hellenistic courts, after Alexander, was not a crown in our 
sense, but such a band of ribbon—such a“ diadem.”’ Only 
in richness of material, in colour—Tyrian purple of the first 
quality—in exquisiteness of embroidery, the dress of a king 
or a courtier would be distinguished from the dress of an 
ordinary Greek citizen. The royal dress for great occasions 
of state, however, was the Macedonian military array, a 
modification of the uniform worn by officers in the Hellenistic 
armies—a felt hat with wide brims called a kausia, the small 
oblong mantle called a chlamys, and the high-laced boots 
(krepides). It was just the dress of the Macedonian country 
gentleman glorified, and this again was really a form of the 
dress which Greeks generally wore for country pursuits, for 
hunting or travelling. The king’s state chlamys would, of 
course, be of special splendour ; we are told that the chlamys 
of Demetrius Poliorcetes had embroidered upon it the sun 
and moon and principal stars. When the king wore the 
kausia, the diadem was tied round the crown of it, its ends 
hanging behind. No doubt, like the Ptolemies themselves, 
the courtiers at Alexandria would all be clean-shaven. ‘That 
was the general custom of the Greek world after Alexander— 
and had been adopted by the Roman aristocracy in the last 
century B.c.—till beards came into fashion again under the 
Emperor Hadrian. 

The architecture and furniture of the palace must be 
thought of as Greek. The wall-paintings of Pompeii, the 
idyllic bas-reliefs of the Hellenistic age, should be in our mind 
when we picture it, not the remains of Pharaonic buildings. 
The colonnades from which the Ptolemies looked out over 
the Alexandrian harbour, with its forest of masts under the 
brilliant Egyptian sun, were almost certainly composed of 
classical columns, Corinthian or Ionic, not of the massive 
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columns with lotus-bud or palm-tree capitals characteristic 
of old Egypt. The language of the court was, of course, 
Greek. When the last Cleopatra learnt the language of her 
native subjects,! it was thought as remarkable a thing as 
Queen Victoria learning Hindustani. In the inner circle of 
the royal family it seems as if the Macedonian language was 
kept up to some extent, as a matter of pride—somewhat as the 
Emperors of Austria used the Viennese dialect in familiar 
intercourse, though High German was the official language 
of the Austrian state. The gods from whom the house of 
Ptolemy claimed to be descended were Herakles and Dionysos.” 
The Egyptian priests, in the hieroglyphics they inscribed on 
the temples, might go on describing the king of Egypt as 
the son of Ra, but the Ptolemies did not understand Egyptian, 
or, if they knew the Egyptian formulas in a translation, they 
were content to let the Egyptians offer homage to them in the 
native way. 

Should we have seen no sign of native Egypt in the palace 
at Alexandria—nothing to tell us, if we were suddenly trans- 
ported there, that we were in Egypt and not in the palace of 
one of the first Caesars at Rome? It is probable that there 
would be things to show us we were in Egypt. Amongst the 
crowd of courtiers in Greek dress, the soldiers in Macedonian 
uniform, there would often, no doubt, mingle the figure of an 
Egyptian priest with his shaven crown and white linen robe, 
come to Alexandria to get Ptolemy’s favour for his temple, 
or complain of some encroachment by Greek officials upon 


1 How wide the popular delusion is, which imagines Cleopatra to 
have been an Egyptian, and the tradition of the Ptolemaic court to 
have been like that of the Pharaohs, is shown by the fact that even 
some one so fully abreast with the ordinary standard of general 
knowledge as Mr. Bernard Shaw proceeds upon it in his fantasia, 
Cesar and Cleopatra. It is as if a dramatist in a future age repre- 
sented the court of the Viceroy at Delhi as that of an Indian rajah, 
or brought the President of the United States upon the stage as a 
Red Indian chief with tomahawk and feathers. 

* Satyrus (F.H.G. iii. p. 165) gives the family tree, as officially 
concocted. According to this, the descent of the Ptolemies from 
Herakles and Dionysos was through Arsinoe, the mother of Ptolemy I., 
whose ancestry branched off from the ancestry of the old Macedonian 
royal house (as given by Diodorus, vii. 15). At what point in the 
ascent the family trees of Ptolemy and Alexander the Great coalesced 
is uncertain, since there seems to be a lacuna in the text. Since the 
old royal house was descended from Herakles, and Deianira, the wife 
of Herakles, was a daughter of Dionysos, the Ptolemies made out 
in this way their own divine origin. 
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the privileges of the clergy. Except priests, Egyptians of the 
richer class would probably now dress as Greeks—at any 
rate, any who had posts at court or in government service— 
and be indistinguishable from Greeks but for their darker 
complexions. And whilst the décor of the palace and other 
Greek houses at Alexandria was predominantly Greek, 


Fic. 24.—Greco-Egyptian Sphinx 


From the statue in the Cairo Museum 


Egyptian motives were, no doubt, here and there worked in. 
We meet with them in later Greek art, and they must have 
come in by way of Alexandria—sphinxes, but not quite 
the old Egyptian sphinxes, transformed by the more real- 
istic art of the Hellenes, figures of Isis with the sistrum, but 
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no longer according to the stiff Egyptian convention—more 
realistic and sometimes, it must be said, rather vulgar.! 
When the Ptolemaic court was set up as an institution 
of aliens in an environment with which they had no ancestral 
connexion, it could not rest, as monarchic courts have gener- 
ally rested, upon a hereditary aristocracy. Nobility at this 


Fic. 25.—Isis Hie a2 Os—l'sis 
From bronze statues in the Cairo Museum 


court was only a nobility of official rank conferred on in- 
dividuals by the king’s favour. ‘The old territorial aristocracy 
of Macedonia, from which Alexander had chosen his marshals, 
had been mingled with too many other elements in the 
countries governed by his successors to go on existing there 
as aclass. Perhaps at the court of the first Ptolemy, members 
of noble Macedonian families still had special influence 
and prestige, but the bureaucratic hierarchy of Egypt had 


1Wilcken, U. d. Pt. i. p. 29; W. Weber, Die Agyptisch-griech. 
Terrakolten ; Scott-Moncrieff, 7.H.S. xxix. (1909), pp. 79-90. 
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soon to be constructed out of any Greek elements 
which came to hand—clever adventurers from any 
Greek city, Hellenized Carians and Lycians. In course 
of time, no doubt, certain Greek families, settled in Egypt, 
would acquire particular prestige when men in high official 
posts had secured similar posts for their sons, and their sons 
for their grandsons. 

Rostovtzeff points out the case of the family of Chrysermus. 
Chrysermus, son of Heraclitus, a member of the citizen-body 
of Alexandria, is exegetes, President of the Physicians, and 
epistates of the Museum under Ptolemy III. His son, called 
Ptolemy, is employed in the diplomatic service under Ptolemy . 
IV. The sons of this Ptolemy and one of his grandsons 
are found going as’ ambassadors to Delphi in 188 and 185 
B.c., under Ptolemy V. 

One institution of the old Macedonian kingdom, kept up 
by the Ptolemies in Egypt, as in other Hellenistic courts of 
those days, must have given social prestige to a certain number 
of families—the practice of bringing up a picked number of 
boys at court in attendance on the sovereign and in close 
association with the boys of the royal family. They were 
called paides basilikoi, and in after-life a man who, as amember 
of this corps, had been the comrade in boyhood of the man 
now on the throne, might describe himself.as the king’s 
syntrophos. An analogous number of girls seem to have 
been brought up with the little princesses of the royal house. 
Possibly the title of tropheus (“nurturer”’) of the king, 
which we find borne by certain men at the Ptolemaic court 
(as at other Hellenistic courts), means that the person in 
question had had charge of this corps of boys, together with 
the direction of the little prince, who was now king.® 

Whilst Alexandria was the ordinary residence of the court, 
it moved with the king when he visited other places in Egypt. 
Later Ptolemies are found residing for short periods in 
Memphis. On certain festive occasions the court seems to 


1 Large Estate, p. 44. : 

2 A similar institution existed in Pharaonic Egypt (see Sir F. Petrie, 
Ancient Egypt, 1924, p. 119), and also in ancient Persia. ‘The old Mace- 
donian court may have borrowed the custom from the Persians, but 
it might easily start independently in any monarchic state. 

8 Apollodorus, Annales, 1908, p. 236; Helenus, O.G.J, 256. I 
see no ground for Deissmann’s assertion that the term ‘syntrophos 
came to be given as a title to those who had not really been brought 


up at court. 
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have moved from Alexandria to Canopus. A Zeno papyrus 
mentions the court being at Canopus for the king’s birthday, 
and Wilcken has pointed out that the meeting of the Egyptian 
priests at Canopus, when they passed the Decree of Canopus 
(237 B.c.), may have been connected with their being obliged 
to come down to the sea annually to do homage to the king 
on his birthday.t 


§ 6. THE Museum aNnpD LIBRARY 


Close to the palace at Alexandria was founded, probably 
by the first Ptolemy, the famous Museum. The word 
‘Museum ”’ did not, of course, mean then what it means 
now ; it still had its original meaning, a temple of the Muses. 
It was the custom of the philosophic Schools to organize 
themselves somewhat on the model of a religious fraternity, 
each having the cult of some deity for its centre. In the 
Pythagorean schools the cult chosen had been that of the 
Muses. ‘There was a ‘“‘ Museum ”’ connected with the Peri- 
patetic school at Athens, which preserved the library of 
Aristotle. The idea of establishing at Alexandria a 
“Museum,” with a library attached to it, may well have 
arisen first in the brain of Demetrius of Phalerum. It was 
to be a kind of University, modelled on the Athenian schools 
of philosophers. ‘The men of letters and savants who ob- 
tained the position of Fellows of the Museum received their 
board free and were exempt from taxation.” In this way 
it was hoped that men of eminence would be attracted to 
Alexandria from the rest of the Greek world. Under the 
second and third Ptolemies a very brilliant company indeed 
of scholars, scientists, and poets were to be found at the 
Alexandrine court. In philosophy and in social comedy the 
primacy in the 3rd century B.c. still belonged to Athens, 
but for literary scholarship, for science (medicine, geography, 
mathematics), and for poetry Alexandria was the chief centre. 

In connexion with the Museum there was formed the 
largest library of Greek books which existed in the world. 
Private individuals, or despots like Clearchus of Heraclea, 
had before Alexander made collections of rolls on subjects 


1 Archiv, vi. p. 395. 

* Documents of Roman times, but which in this matter no doubt 
reflect also the Ptolemaic age, describe the Fellows as ol év 73 Movceiw 
aiTovmevot areels pidcopor (O.G.L. ii. 712, 714; Oxy. ili. 471). 
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which interested them. Euripides amassed what was con- 
sidered in the Athens of the time a notable library, and Aris- 
totle had a library which perhaps ran into several hundred 
papyrus rolls. But no one had had the resources which be- 
longed to the Greek king of Egypt for making a library. 
All over the Greek world books were bought up for Alexandria. 
The stories which were afterwards told about this extensive 
procuring of books, if not true, certainly preserve a memory of 
the zeal of the first Ptolemies in this line. One story was that 
Ptolemy III. borrowed from Athens the rolls kept by the 
state containing the authorized text of A®schylus, Sophocles, 
and Euripides, on the pretext that he wanted copies made 
for the Alexandrine Library. He had to make a deposit of 
15 talents, as guarantee that the precious volumes would be 
returned. Ptolemy, however, kept the Athenian rolls and 
sent back the copies. Of course, he forfeited the 15 talents. 

A statement ascribed by T'zetzes to Callimachus himself 
tells us that at the time of Ptolemy III. the Alexandrine 
Library contained 400,000 “‘ mixed ” rolls and go,ooo “ un- 
mixed.” By the latter term is probably meant rolls con- 
taining only a single work (or one “ Book ” of a work divided 
into “ Books”); by “ mixed” rolls—papyrus rolls upon 
which two or several works were written. A subsidiary 
library (called the “‘ daughter” or the “ outer” library) 
was formed (by Ptolemy II., T’zetzes says) in the Serapeum, 
containing 42,800 rolls. Birt argues that many of these half- 
million rolls must have been replicas, because the whole 
number of works composed up to that time in Greek would 
not run to that number of volumes. (The contemporary 
philosophers, Epicurus and Chrysippus, are said to have left 
behind of their own writings, one 300 rolls and the other 705 ; 
but they seem to have been regarded as prodigies.) It seems 
likely, therefore, that the Alexandrine Library served not only 
as a reference library for students, but as a place where 
copies were prepared for the market, and were stored.» The 
Chief Librarian, described by his Greek title as “ appointed 
over the Great Library in Alexandria” (reraypévos éi ris 
ev “Adckavdpeta peyddns BvBAvobnKys), had therefore also to 


1 Galen, XVII. i. p. 603. } : 
2 Sir F. Petrie supposes that the Library included translations into 
Greek of a large number of books in other languages (Egyptian, 
Hebrew, Punic), but no Greek author shows any knowledge of such 


translations. 
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do the work of editor and publisher. The first Librarian 
was Zenodotus of Ephesus, a great literary scholar of the 
day, who held his office from the end of the reign of Ptolemy 
I. till 245 or later. His chief work was done on the text of 
Homer. In arranging and cataloguing the works of the 
dramatic poets he was assisted by two contemporary poets, 
Alexander the /Etolian and Lycophron of Chalcis ; Alexander 
dealt with the tragedies and Lycophron with the comedies. 
(A poem by Lycophron, called ‘‘ Alexandra,” noted for its 
pedantic obscurity, we still have.) The second Librarian 
was perhaps the poet Callimachus of Cyrene; but although 
it is certain that one of the works of Callimachus was a great 
‘“* Catalogue raisonné” of the works in the Library, called 
‘““ Tables (Pinakes) of those who have been illustrious in every 
branch of letters”’—running itself to 120 papyrus rolls— 
it is not certain whether he was actually Librarian. About 
235 B.C. Eratosthenes of Cyrene became Librarian, a man of 
immense learning, literary and scientific, especially great in 
the fields of geography and chronology. Ptolemy III. 
entrusted to him the education of the crown-prince, destined 
to disgrace his old master, when he came to the throne as 
Ptolemy Philopator. Eratosthenes survived Philopator, and 
died about 195, over eighty. He was succeeded as Librarian 
by Aristophanes of Byzantium, who carried on the work of 
Zenodotus, as a Homeric scholar. ‘The work of Aristophanes 
extended to the Greek poets generally, and he made a 
supplement to the Pinakes of Callimachus. Then about 
180 Aristophanes was succeeded by another great Homeric 
scholar, Aristarchus of Samothrace. Like his predecessor 
Eratosthenes, Aristarchus was called to direct the education 
of the royal! children—perhaps of the young king Ptolemy 
Philometor and his brother, the future Euergetes II., later on 
of Philometor’s son. He seems to have been amongst the 
Greek men of letters who, after Philometor’s death, had to 
leave Alexandria, because they had been adherents of the 
dead king, and so were regarded by Euergetes as his 
enemies. He died in Cyprus in 145 B.c. or soon afterwards. 
After Aristarchus, during the days of the dynasty’s decline, no 
man of equal eminence presided over the Great Library. 
An inscription has preserved us the name of one Librarian 
—Onesander, probably a Cypriot, under Ptolemy VIII. 
(Soter II.)2 t 
LOGI a 2s 
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In connexion with the interest in Hellenic culture shown 
by the Ptolemies in the institution of the Museum, one may 
note the fact disclosed by the Papyrus Halensis! that school- 
masters and those who conducted the gymnastic training 
of youth (pazdotribat) had special immunities in the matter of 
taxation—the same immunities which were granted to victors 
in the great Hellenic games of Alexandria. 


§ 7. THE Stare WorsuHip aF THE KING AND QUEEN 


Under the second Ptolemy the state worship of the human 
rulers had further development. One of Ptolemy II.’s 
first acts was to declare his father and mother to be gods, and 
erect temples for their worship. Ptolemy I. had been wor- 
shipped, as we have seen, by some Greek states and individuals 
as “Saviour” during his lifetime. The new thing now was 
that his worship was established officially in Egypt as an act 
of the king’s. Shrines in which Ptolemy I. and Berenice 
were worshipped with incense and the sacrifice of bulls 
were erected by royal order, probably in connexion with the 
place where their bodies rested, near that of Alexander, in 
the Sema. The surname conferred upon Ptolemy by the 
Rhodians became permanently attached to him as an im- 
mortal. He and Berenice were coupled together as the 
“Saviour Gods ” (coi Swrijpes). The cult of dead men as 
‘“‘ heroes” was, as we have seen, nothing new in the Greek 
world ; the cult of a man recently dead as a god was seen in 
the case of Alexander ; but Theocritus says that Ptolemy II. 
was the first person to institute a worship of his deceased 
parents as gods. 

In honour of the deified Ptolemy Soter, a festival with games 
was instituted at Alexandria—the Ptolemaeia. ‘The festival 
was a “‘penteteric”’ one, 7.e. took place, like the Olympic 
games, every four years; and, as in the case of the great games 
of Greece, envoys (thedroi) were sent to it by Greek city- 
states overseas, and athletes came from many Greek lands 
to compete. It seems probable that the first institution of 
the festival took place in June or July 278, on the fourth 
anniversary of the first Ptolemy’s death. The celebrated 
description by Callixenus of a festival procession in Alex- 
andria2 refers, almost certainly, to the second celebration of 
the festival in 274, when the deified Berenice had been 

i Lines 260 ff. * Athenzeus, v. 196 ff. 
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associated with her husband. ‘‘ The details are so volumin- 
ous, and have so often been given elsewhere,! that it will not 
here be necessary to do more than appreciate the general 
character of the display ... The whole feast has a dis- 
tinctly Bacchic tone. It reminds us strongly of the poetical 
story of Alexander’s triumphal return through Karamania 
to Babylon after he had escaped the horrors of the Gedrosian 
desert. . . . In general the whole pomp has a non- 
Egyptian air, discounting the small detail that some of the 
gilded pillars of the banqueting-room had floral capitals, and 
even this might be in accordance with Dionysiac ornament. 
If we except the curious products of Nubia and Ethiopia in 
ivory, giraffes, antelopes, hippopotami, etc., there is nothing 
Egyptian in the whole affair. We seem to see a Hellenistic 
king spending millions upon a Hellenistic feast’? (M.). 
Callixenus says that the festival took place “on that occasion ” 
(rére) in the middle of winter. Ernst Meyer reconciles this 
with the theory that the normal time for the festival was June 
or July by supposing that, in 274, the time had been put off 
till midwinter because of the troubles consequent upon the 
attack of Magas during the summer of 274” 

The Papyrus Halensis gives us the name of another festival 
with games celebrated at Alexandria under Ptolemy II. 
in honour of Ptolemy I.—the Basileta—commemorating 
probably Ptolemy’s assumption of the style of king. This 
festival was already known from an Attic inscription in 
honour of the athlete Nicocles, who won a prize in it. The 
name of a third Alexandrine festival with games mentioned 
in the Papyrus Halensis is torn away; the editors conjecture 
that it was a festival in honour of Alexander, the deified 
Founder. 

Towards the end of the lifetime of Arsinoe, the Egyptian 
court took the further step of establishing a cult of the living, 
the reigning king and queen. Ptolemy II. is deified, it is 
true, only in association with the goddess Arsinoe, who 


1 Mahaffy, Greek Life and Thought, pp. 216 ff.; Empire of the 
Ptolemies, § 74. 

* Untersuchungen, pp. 66 ff. Other references to the festival : 
Dittenberger, Sylloge (3rd. ed.), No. 390 (first institution, 278 B.c.); 
P.S.I. iv. No. 364; Freiburg, No. 7 (250 B.c.); Zeno Pap., No. 54 
(246 B.c.); Halensis, i. 1. 263 (end of reign of Ptolemy II.) ; 
Mitth. Arch. Inst. xliv. (1919), pp. 25 ff. (242 B.c.?); Pap. Gradenwitz 
No. 6 (222 B.C.). : 

3 Kohler, Inscr. Att. ii. No. 1367. 
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dominated him in his lifetime, and whose surname of Phila- 
delphus was later on extended to him in popular speech in 
the 2nd century B.c., when people wanted some way of 
distinguishing the second Ptolemy in the roll of kings, the one 
king of the dynasty who had no surname of his own. Ptolemy 
II. and Arsinoe were worshipped together as the ‘‘ Brother- 
and-Sister Gods ” (6eoi ddeApo/). The worship must have 
been instituted before Arsinoe’s death, since the earliest 
papyti discovered which refer to it belong to the month of 
June 270 B.c.,! and Arsinoe did not die till the month of 
July 269. This cult of the ‘‘ Brother-and-Sister Gods ” was 
combined with the cult of Alexander at Alexandria, one priest 
having now the tite “ Priest of Alexander and of the Theot 
Adelphot.”” Curiously, the cult of the Theoi Sotéres (Ptolemy 
I. and Berenice) remained for the present distinct ; the priest 
of it does not appear as yet in the dating of documents. 
That a special temple was erected at Alexandria to the Theot 
Adelphat is shown by Herodas (i. 30). 

When Arsinoe Philadelphus died in 269, a worship of her 
as “the goddess Philadelphus ”’ was established as a state 
institution, with a special priestess, who had the title of 
kanéphoros (from the basket, Raneon, which the priestess 
carried in the ritual processions) The kanéphoros of Arsinoe 
appears in the dating of documents, together with that of the 
priest of Alexander and the Theor Adelphoi, from January 
266 onwards. Arsinoe had her special temple at Alex- 
andria, in which she was identified with Aphrodite—Arsinoe 
Aphrodite. This is the first instance known to us in Ptole- 
maic Egypt of a practice of which we find numerous other 
instances, not only in Ptolemaic Egypt, but in the house of 
Seleucus and in the case of Roman Emperors—the practice 
of identifying some deified human being with one or other 
of the old classical deities.2 In the case of Arsinoe Phila- 
delphus the honour may have lost some of its distinction from 
the fact, noted in the last chapter, that the king’s mistress, 
Bilistiche, was also deified at Alexandria as Aphrodite. It 
was probably the state temple of Arsinoe at Alexandria which 

1 Hibeh, Nos. 99 and 128. Arsinoe died in the month Pachon ; 
the papyri belong to the 20th of the Macedonian month Desius, 
which in 270 corresponds with latter part of May and first part of 


June. See Ernst Meyer, Untersuchungen, p. 65. [But see p. 386.] 
2 Perhaps the first instance of the practice in the Greek world 


is that of Clearchus, tyrant of Heraclea in Pontus (364-352 B.C.), who 
had himself worshipped as Zeus. 
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Pliny speaks of as having an image of Arsinoe in topaz, four 
cubits high, and an old Pharaonic obelisk in its precinct, 
which Ptolemy had had specially brought from the quarry 
where it had lain since the time of Nekhtnebf.t A scholiast 
tells us that Ptolemy also established a cult of his other sister 
Philotera,2 but this cannot have had the same importance, 
since it was never used for the official dating of documents. 

In Alexandria, Arsinoeia, i.e. shrines of Arsinoe, were 
probably numerous.? Strabo mentions a small shrine (naiskos) 
of Arsinoe Aphrodite on the promontory called Zephyrion 
(near the modern Abukir)* A slab from a temple in the 
Thebaid is inscribed, “ Satyrus to Arsinoe, the goddess 
Philadelphus.” > In the Fayim especially, which bore the 
name of the Arsinoite nome, the worship of Arsinoe by indivi- 
dual Greeks must have been common. In the following reign, 
a soldier, a Hellenized Libyan, is found bequeathing in his 
will a shrine he has consecrated to Berenice and Aphrodite 
Arsinoe.® 

Distinct from the Greek worship of Arsinoe was he 
establishment by the king’s order as an associated deity 
(synnaos) in all the Egyptian temples of the land. Hieroglyphic 
evidence of this Egyptian cult has come to light at Mendes, 
Thebes, Sais, Memphis, Hermonthis, and in the Fayim.’ 

With the official deification of the rulers was connected the 
use of their names in the “ Royal Oath ’—that is, the oath 
prescribed for legal proceedings throughout the kingdom. 
Later on the Royal Oath enumerated all the kings of the 
house, beginning with the reigning one: “I swear by king 
Ptolemy, son of Ptolemy and Arsinoe, Father-loving Gods, 

1 Plin. xxxvii. § 108 ; xxxvi. §68. “ This obelisk, 85 cubits high, 
was the wonder of men in Roman days. I have sought to explain 
its unaccountable disappearance by the hypothesis that the extant 
pillar known as Pompey’s pillar was constructed out of it.”—M. 

* Schol. ad Theoc. xvii. 121. We have no documents showing 
Philotera worshipped by Greeks, though she is found as an Egyptian 
deity in Egyptian temples (Otto, i. p. 348). But that there was also 
a Greek worship of her seems probable. from the notice of her deifica- 
tion by the Greek scholiast. 

3 Dedication to Arsinoe at Alexandria; Strack, No. 24. Statue of 
eae at Alexandria erected by Thestor, son of Satyrus; Strack, 

One). 

2 ees erected by the chief admiral, Callicrates. A little poem 
of Posidippus referring to it has been recovered from one of the 
Serapeum papyri (H. Weil, Un papyrus inédit. pp. 30, 31). 

® Strack, No. 25. 6 Petrie, i. No. 21 ; iii. No. 1. 

“Ottoyiap- 349 5 ipa 334- 


‘THE PEOPLE, THE CITIES, THE COURT 131 


and by the Father-loving Gods, and by the Brother-and- 
Sister Gods, and by the Benefactor Gods, and by the Saviour 
Gods, and by Sarapis and by Isis and by all the other gods.” 4 
But under Ptolemy II. the form was simpler: ‘I swear by 
king Ptolemy and by Arsinoe Philadelphus, Brother-and- 
Sister Gods.” The earliest form of oath by the king so far 
found, belonging to 251-250, is not an official oath : it runs, 
“I swear to you by the dazmon of the king and by the daimon 
of Arsinoe.” ? 

One point, still obscure, regarding the deification of the 
Ptolemies, is the origin of their official surnames, by which 
they were specially called as gods (‘‘ Saviour Gods,” etc.). It 
seems hardly questionable that the sovereigns themselves 
decided what surnames they would bear ; yet the king seems 
in some cases to have taken officially surnames already attached 
to him by others. Ptolemy I., for instance, was first called 
““ Soter,” as we have seen, by a voluntary act of homage 
on the part of Rhodes. Ptolemy III. is said by Jerome to 
have been hailed as Euergetes (Benefactor) by his subjects, 
after he had brought back the captured images to Egypt. 
In the case of Ptolemy IV. there is some indication that he 
bore the name of Philopator before his accession, as the heir- 
apparent, though this appears hardly credible.® 

As has been pointed out, all worship offered to kings and 
queens of the house of Ptolemy in Greek forms by Greeks 
must be regarded as quite distinct from the worship offered 
in Egyptian temples by Egyptians. The deification of Arsinoe 
affected the Egyptian worship principally in the matter of the 
apomoira, of which we shall have to speak more particularly 
in the next chapter. 

1 Chrest., No. 110. 


2 PSI. iv. No. 361, 4; cf. Archiv, vi. p. 390. 
3 Tebtunts, ii. p. 407. 
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THE SYSTEM OF GOVERNMENT 


§ 1. THE BUREAUCRACY 


Tue episode of Ptolemaic rule in Egypt forms a bridge 
between Pharaonic Egypt and Egypt as a Province of the 
Roman Empire. In so far as Egypt is governed by foreigners 
of Hellenistic culture, Ptolemaic rule is the first chapter of a 
new epoch, an epoch in which the old Egyptian people has 
finally lost its freedom—if freedom means that men are 
governed despotically by rulers of their own race ; in so far, 
on the other hand, as Egypt is governed by rulers who reside 
in the country—in so far as the kingdom of Egypt is free, 
in the sense that it is independent of any outside power— 
Ptolemaic rule is the last chapter of the history of Egypt as a 
sovereign state. 

The general system of government which the papyri show 
as functioning in Egypt under the Ptolemies was no doubt 
already established, in its main ordinances, by the death of 
the second Ptolemy. ‘To some extent it linked on to the 
old system of the Pharaohs, though when Ptolemy I. took 
over the country, only ruins of that system were left, after 
generations of Persian rule and chaotic periods of struggle 
and rebellion. Egypt was no longer what it had been in its 
great days. “Its agriculture suffered from years and years 
of irregular work on the banks and canals—a question of 
life and death for Egypt ; its commerce was almost entirely 
in the hands of foreigners, both Greeks and Pheenicians ; 
its industry was to a great extent monopolized by the temples 
and by the clergy, dominant in the political, social, and 
economic life of the country.” + 

Under the Ptolemies Greek brains were brought to bear 
on the problem how to make the whole land of the Nile a 

1 Rostovtzeff, A Large Estate in Egypt, p. 3. For a sketch of the 


system of government in Pharaonic Egypt, reference may be made to 
Sir Flinders Petrie’s Social Life in Ancient Egypt. 
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profitably administered estate. And the system, as they 
framed it by degrees, was so successful that it was not only 
taken over, in its general lines, by Rome, but some remains 
of it lasted on, through the later Roman Empire, into the 
Mohammedan period. The fact that Greek papyri of the 
first half-century of Greek rule are exceedingly rare possibly 
indicates that the bureaucratic system was elaborated under 
Ptolemy II. ; Ptolemy I., Alexander’s old marshal, was perhaps 
more occupied in world-politics than in framing a system of 
administration for Egypt as a possession in which his house 
was to be domiciled for generations to come. 

The Ptolemaic king has to be thought of as a landowner 
and farmer on a huge scale, one whose estate was the whole 
land of Egypt. All the officials were his personal servants, 
the army an instrument of his will, raised from the men 
who held plots of land assigned them out of his territory on 
the condition of rendering him military service, or recruited 
as mercenaries, from Greece or the Balkans or Asia, and 
attached to him personally as their employer. Under the 
early Ptolemies “‘ there was no sharp distinction between the 
military and the civil career, and the staff of the king bore 
an almost purely military character.” ! 

Since the supreme end of the Ptolemaic system was to make 
the king’s estate as lucrative as possible, one understands that 
the financial side of it should be prominent. The man who, 
under the king, was at the head of the whole government— 
who had, that is to say, somewhat the same position as that 
of a vizir in a Mohammedan monarchy—was the man whose 
title denoted him the manager of the economic affairs of the 
kingdom. He was called diotkétés—the same Greek word 
which was used for the manager of a private estate. 

The personality of one conspicuous holder of the office of 
diotketes under the second Ptolemy has been partially re- 
covered from the “‘ Zeno papyri.” His name was Apollonius, 
and he was, of course, a Greek, or possibly a Hellenized 
Carian, like his agent Zeno. He was appointed to his high 
office about the year 268-267 B.c., and held it to the end of the 
reign. There are indications that he was abruptly dismissed 
and deprived of his fortune on the accession of Ptolemy III.” 
The papyri show Apollonius keeping an almost royal state 


1 Rostovtzeff, Large Estate, p. 20. 
2 His dorea is shown by Zeno, 61 (5th-6th year of Ptolemy III.), 
to have been confiscated, 
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with a small court or “ house” (oi«éa) attached to him like 
the king’s in miniature.. He has his own general manager 
(oikonomos), who stands to him in somewhat the same relation 
as he himself does to the king, his treasurer and manager of 
the household (6 él ris oikias), his secretary and stolarches 
(commander of the fleet), his edeatros (master of the table), 
and a great multitude of slaves. He travels about the country 
with his ozkonomos, Zeno, to supervise the working of the new 
administrative system. But the odd thing is that Apollonius 
combines a double réle. While he is the king’s chief agent 
for his estate of Egypt, he is also himself, on his own account, 
a trader, corn-grower, live-stock farmer, industrialist on a 
large scale. His commercial business ramifies over Palestine 
and Transjordania, and the coasts of Asia Minor. He had his 
own merchant-fleets for the Nile and for the sea. His agents 
are busy in Ake (Ptolemais), 'yre, Sidon, Joppa, Gaza, the 
Lebanon, Rabatammana (Rabbath-Ammon, mod. Amman), 
Caunus, Miletus, Halicarnassus. He trafics among other 
things in cloth and Syrian oil and slaves. And it seems that 
no sharp line could be drawn between his private business 
activities and his activities as manager of the king’s estate. 
In some ways his private interests came into collision with 
the king’s. In importing Syrian oil and slaves, which were 
contraband in Egypt, he seems to have defrauded the royal 
treasury, and his agents regarded as their chief enemies the 
custom-house officials, who were his subordinates in his 
capacity of royal diotketes. Rostovtzeff supposes that king 
Ptolemy acquiesced in this anomalous confusion, because on 
the whole he himself drew greater profit with less trouble 
from his estate if it was managed by a Greek of commercial 
ability and enterprise, even if his manager made a certain 
amount of illicit profit for himself in doing so. 

But, besides his foreign trade, Apollonius had large areas 
of land in Egypt assigned to him by the king “in gift (é 
dwpea) ’—a phrase to which we shall presently return. One 
area was a tract of 10,000 aruras in the Fayim, to which was 
attached the new village of Philadelphia with its territory ; 
the other was an estate in the neighbourhood of Memphis. 
Rostovtzeff thinks that Memphis itself was assigned to Apol- 
lonius “ in gift,” though this is hard to believe. The develop- 
ment and management of these “‘ gifts” were in themselves a 
huge business, entailing a host of agents of different kinds. 
In the year 256 B.c. Zeno the Carian seems to have exchanged 
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his office of otkonomos, general manager of Apollonius’s 
business, foreign and domestic, for that of manager of the 
estate at Philadelphia, and to have remained fixed in the 
Faytim for the rest of his days. On these estates of Apol- 
lonius his agents grew corn or cultivated vineyards and market 
gardens or reared live stock—there were apparently large 
herds on the Memphite estate—or supervised different kinds 
of industry. In the city of Memphis there was an important 
wool factory, in which girl slaves, ‘‘ brought probably from 
Syria or Asia Minor” (Large Estate, p. 116), worked for 
Apollonius. In Philadelphia we hear of the pottery works. 
And, of course, with the vineyards and olive-yards was 
connected the manufacture of wine and oil. 

The diotketes had almost unlimited competence in issuing 
from his office in Alexandria the orders required to make 
the immense bureaucratic machine function all over Egypt. 
Innumerable sheets and rolls of papyrus were always coming 
every day into the office, with petitions, questions, reports 
from every part of the realm, and innumerable quantities 
of papyrus always going out with orders, instructions, re- 
primands. The official language was, of course, Greek— 
all the higher posts in the administration being held by 
Greeks ; but there must have been a certain staff of clerks 
knowing both Greek and Egyptian, probably Hellenized 
natives, for the purpose of controlling the affairs of the native 
population. The huge business of the office of the diotketes 
must always have been distributed into different departments, 
and there must have been departmental chiefs under the 
chief of the whole system.1 We hear of officials with the 
title hypodiotketes (sub-manager)°—and_ Bouché-Leclercq 
conjectures that the business was divided territorially—that 
each hypodiotketes dealt with a particular group of nomes, 
having his office in some provincial centre. Associated with 
the supreme dioiketes was an official called eklogistés (Account- 
ant), his immediate subordinate, whose business was to 
check statistics and accounts, and who had under him local 
Accountants throughout the country. 


1 For the debated question whether there were local officials in the 
country with the title of dioiketes, subordinated to the supreme 


dioiketes, see now Wilcken, U. d. Pt. i. p. 162. j 
2 Before the 2nd century there is, so far, only one isolated reference 


to a hypodioiketes (under Ptolemy II.), Archiv, vi. p. 394. 
3 Bouché-Leclercq, iii. p. 387. 
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A large number of the petitions coming into Alexandria 
were addressed to the king in person, even from quite in- 
significant people about their petty grievances in far-away 
nomes,! and a large number of the orders which went out 
were in the form of laws or diagrammata or prostagmata, 
in which the king himself spoke in his own name. A Ptolemy 
who attended to public business might have a good part of 
every day occupied with this mass of correspondence, and we 
find the office of “‘ letter-writer ”’ (epistolographos), the king’s 
personal secretary, one of the high positions at court. We 
also hear from the 2nd century B.c. of another royal secretary, 
called the hypomnematographos, “ writer of memoranda,” 
but how his functions were distinguished from those of the 
epistolographos cannot be made out on our present data. No 
doubt, for any Ptolemy who desired to lead an easy life, like 
Ptolemy IV., his duties would be made very light by his 
trained staff. On any petition laid before him by the chiefs 
of the bureau concerned, as one to be granted, the king had 
to do no more than scrawl the single word Ginestho (“ Let it be 
done”); or to any royal rescript, drawn up for him by his 
ministers, append the one word of salutation at the end, 
Errhosthe,2 and let the documents be carried off for trans- 
mission by the clerks in attendance. Yet Seleucus I. 
is reported to have said, “‘ If people ordinarily knew what 
weary work it is to write and read so many letters, they 
would not pick up a diadem from the ground.” ‘The letters 
which passed in and out of the palace at Alexandria can 
certainly not have been fewer than those with which Seleucus 


1“ Some one has killed the pigs of a kleruch; some provision 
merchants have made a fraudulent delivery of goods ; joint-tenants 
dispute about the partition of a field ; a woman has been scalded in 
a public bathhouse through the negligence of the attendant ; some 
one has been spat on by a prostitute whose solicitations he had 
refused ; etc. etc.’”’ (Bouché-Leclercq, iv. p. 199). Petesis, chief 
embalmer of the divine bulls, Apis and Mnevis, suffers from various 
vexations on the part of officials (99 B.c.). He sends a petition to 
Alexandria asking that the royal epistolographos may send him a 
rescript, which he may fasten up on his house, ordering the officials 
to leave him in peace. ‘The rescript is sent Thoth 29 (October rs) ; 
copies of it are communicated from one bureau to another; the 
copy received by the epistates of the Anubieum are dated Phaophi 5 
(October 29) (Leiden, Pap. G). 

* One papyrus which we possess to-day (Leiden, G.6) has apparently 
the original autograph of Ptolemy IX. (Alexander I.). If so, this 
must be the oldest royal autograph in existence (Grundziige, i. p. 7). 

3 Plutarch, An seni ger. 11, 
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had to deal at Antioch. In the later days of the Ptolemaic 
dynasty the proportion of appeals addressed to the king 
seems to have diminished as compared with those addressed 
to the local authorities. Of the seventeen petitions from 
Tebtunis at the end of the reign of Ptolemy VII. 
(Euergetes II.) only one is addressed to the king. 

‘The immense complexity of the bureaucratic machine under 
the Ptolemies and the mode of its working is vividly illustrated 
by the papyrus which tells us how a young Macedonian under 
Ptolemy Philometor obtained the appointment he desired to 
a troop of epigonoi in Memphis. His name was Apollonius, 
and as the son of a katoikos he had a right to serve in the 
epigonot. ‘The first step is for his elder brother, Ptolemy, who 
is a recluse in the Memphian Serapeum, to draw up a petition 
to king Ptolemy when he is visiting the Serapeum on October 
3, 158 B.c. Apollonius throws in the petition through the 
audience window. The king writes on the petition, “To 
be done, but report how much it will come to” (i.e. how 
much the new epigonos will cost the State). The petition is 
given back, with the royal seal on it, to Apollonius, and one 
feature of the Ptolemaic system which may appear odd to us 
to-day now becomes prominent. The work of carrying com- 
munications from one official to another, where the interests 
of some one appealing to the government are concerned, is 
performed by the interested party, not by any official agency. 
Apollonius himself carries the petition, with the king’s order 
written on it, to Demetrius, the Quartermaster-General of 
the Ptolemaic army (grammateus ton dynameon), in order 
that the information as to costs, which the king had asked for, 
may besupplied. (The king being at this moment in Memphis, 
the supreme heads of the government departments are 
temporarily in Memphis also.) Demetrius writes on the 
petition a command addressed to his clerk, Ariston, ordering 
him to procure the information. Apollonius carries the petition 
from Demetrius to Ariston. Ariston addresses a question to the 
local office (eklogistérion) of the Accountant-General (eklogistes), 
and Apollonius carries the petition to Dioscurides, the clerk 
(grammateus) who presides over this office. Dioscurides 
writes the information required, and Apollonius carries back 
the petition to the office of Demetrius, to a clerk called Chare- 
mon. It is now a question of transmitting the’ information 
to the king, and Apollonius next carries the petition, with the 

1 Wilcken, U. d. Pt., No. 14. 
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information attached, to a certain Apollodorus, apparently 
some one attached to the court, who submits it to the king 
(January 25, 157 B.c.). Two commands (prostagmata) issued 
by the king, that Apollonius be enrolled in the troop desired, 
are given to Apollonius to be carried respectively to Demetrius 
and to the dioiketes, who is called Dioscurides, and must not 
be confounded with the other Dioscurides, the clerk. Apol- 
lonius delivers the one prostagma to Demetrius on February 7, 
and Demetrius writes to his subordinate Sostratus, the 
grammateus (quartermaster) of the troops stationed in Mem- 
phis, instructing him to carry out the king’s command, and 
attaching to his communication a statement drawn up by his 
clerks of the circumstances of the case. One might think 
that this was the end of a matter so simple in itself. Far from 
it. On February 12, Demetrius writes a letter to Dioscurides 
the diotketes, attaching to it a copy of his communication to 
Sostratus and of the statement by his clerks. The object 
of this letter to the diotketes was apparently to enable Apol- 
lonius to get from the office of the diozketes the written papers 
of authorization (symbola) which a soldier had to present 
when he drew his pay, and which were issued by the dzozketes. 
This letter from Demetrius to Dioscurides, Apollonius conveys 
on February 17, the same day on which he carries three other 
letters which Demetrius had written, in regard to his enrol- 
ment—one to Posidonius, the strategos of the Memphite nome, 
one to Ammonius, the paymaster-in-chief (archypéretes), and 
one to Callistratus, possibly a clerk in the department of 
Sostratus. At the office of the diotketes Apollonius delivers 
not only the letter from Demetrius, but the prostagma which 
had been issued to the diotketes by the king. Just as the king 
had his secretaries, his epzstolographos and his hypomnemato- 
graphos, so had the diotketes. ‘The hypomnematographos of 
Dioscurides was called Ptolemy, and his epistolographos 
(apparently) Epimenides. The royal prostagma Apollonius 
delivers to Ptolemy, the letter of Demetrius to Epimenides. 
The next steps had better be given in the words of Apollonius 
himself: “ They were delivered to be read to the diotketes, 
and I received back the prostagma from Ptolemy the hypom- 
nematographos, and the letter from Epimenides. And I 
conveyed them to Isidorus, the autoteles, and from him I 
carried them to Philoxenus, and from him to Artemon, and 
from him to Lycus, and he made a rough draft, and I brought 
that to Sarapion, in the office of the epzstolographos, and 
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from him to Eubius, and from him to Dorion, and he made a 
rough draft, and then back again to Sarapion, and they were 
handed in to be read to the diozketes, and I received them back 
from Epimenides, and I carried them to Sarapion, and he 
wrote to Nicanor, and Nicanor. wrote two letters—one to 
Dorion the epimelétés, and one to Posidonius, the strategos 
of the Memphite nome.” If it is impossible to do more than 
conjecture what position all these individuals held in the huge 
bureaucratic machine under the diotketes, we can get from 
the statement an impression of the stupendous amount of 
writing, of the circulation of papers,of the running of petitioners 
to and fro, which was always going on in Ptolemaic Egypt. 
We do not even hear the end of this business of Apollonius. 
Wilcken guesses that Nicanor was the calligraphist who had 
to make fair copies of the letters to Dorion and Posidonius, 
and there is an indication that the fair copies had to be carried 
back to Sarapion for inspection before they could be given 
to Apollonius for delivery. What further transactions had to 
be gone through before Apollonius finally took his place in 
the troop of epigonot we cannot tell. 


§2. THe NOMES AND THEIR OFFICIALS 


It has been shown in former volumes of this series how the 
different districts in the Delta and in the valley of the Nile, 
each with its own chief town and special deity, which had 
once, in the remote past, before they went to form together 
the realm of the Pharaohs, been independent settlements, 
retained under the Pharaohs their distinct existence. Upon 
this division of the kingdom into a number of clearly marked- 
out differing regions the systems of Pharaonic government 
had been based. As early as the time of Herodotus the Greeks 
had been quite aware of these territorial divisions in Egypt. 
They translated the Egyptian word for them (hesepu) by a 
Greek word, nomos, connoting distribution, and we use the 
Greek word to-day in the Anglicized form “ nome.” When 
the Ptolemies took over the country, their administration, too, 
had to be based upon the nomes, which were an existing fact. 

The names and number of the nomes given us by Egyptian 
inscriptions and by Greek and Latin authors vary. Obviously 
there were differences of arrangement at different times ; 
a town might at one time be subordinate to the capital of a 
nome, at another time count as a capital itself, with a nome 
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of its own. Strabo gives, as the ancient number of nomes, 
to for the Delta, 10 for the Thebaid, and 16 for the middle 
country—36 in all;! he does not specify the arrangement of 
his own day. But he mentions incidentally by name, as in 
or adjoining the Delta, seventeen nomes, and collating his 
names with the two lists we have in the Revenue Papyrus 
of Ptolemy II. and with the list in Pliny (v. § 49), we get for 
the Delta the following twelve nome-capitals in all the 
documents; the old Egyptian names are those given by 


Maspero in Schrader’s Atlas de Géographie Historique : 
Greek Name Egyptian Name Modern Name of 
of of Town on or near 
Nome-Capital. Nome-Capital. Ancient Site. 
I. Sais. , ; . | Sai Sa-el-Hagar 
2. Busiris . ‘ . | Pusiri Abu-sir 
3. Sebennytus . . | Zab-nutir Samanniad 
4. Mendes . : . | Pi-binibdidi Tell Roba 
Saat See : . | Zani San 
6. Leontopolis . j Tell Mokdam (near 
Met-Ghamr) 
7, Pharbaéthus . . | Shodnu Horbeit 
8. Bubastis : . | Pu-bastit Tell-Bastah (near 
Zagazig) 
g. Athribis . : . | Hathiribi Benha 
10. Prosopis : . | Zak-ai (?) 
11. Letopolis : . | Sokhmit Aiissim 
12. Heliopolis . ny Onw El-matarieh 
(=Delta in Rev. 
(Pap. Colwaitnls 6) 


In addition to these twelve, Strabo mentions in the Delta 
or adjoining country: (1) the nome Menelaites, named from 
the town called Menelaus after the brother of Ptolemy I., 
at the north-western corner of the Delta, near Canopus ; 
(2) Gynzcopolites, capital Gynzcopolis (Gynaikin Polis, 
“City of Women ”’), apparently somewhere south-west of 
the modern Damanhur, between Naucratis and Sais; (3) 
Momemphites, capital Momemphis, adjoining the _last- 
mentioned nome; (4) Nitriotes, the nome comprising the 
Natron Valley (mod. Wady Natrfin), a nome also mentioned 
in the Revenue Papyrus, Col. 61 ; (5) Phagroriopolites, capital 
Phagroriopolis (“ Bream-Town ”’), to the east of the Delta, 
near the Pithom of the Old Testament and the Bitter Lakes. 

Lx Vile O 7 
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The two lists of the Revenue Papyrus mention two nomes 
not given by Strabo, but given by Pliny, adjoining the Delta 
on the outside—the Libyan Nome on the West (in old 
Egyptian, Amentit, “ the West ”) and the Arabian Nome on 
‘the East (in old Egyptian, Sup-ti, ‘Crowned Hawk ”), and 
also a Nome Sethroites, given likewise in Pliny’s list, which is 
placed conjecturally in the map of the Egyptian Exploration 
Fund on the coast between Tanis and Pelusium. 

In the Nile Valley between the Delta and the Thebaid 
(including the Fayim) we get the following six nome-capitals 
in all the documents : 


Greek Name Egyptian Name Modern Name of 
of of Town on or near 
Nome- Capital. Nome-Capital. Ancient Site. 
1. Memphis : . | Minnofiru Badrashin 
2. Aphroditopolis . | Pnebtepahe Atfih 
3. City of Crocodiles . | Shetet Medinet-el-Fayam 
4. Heracleopolis . . | Hininsuton Ahnas 
5. Oxyrhyncus . = || Beane ian Bahnassa 
6. Cynopolis (‘“ Dog- | Kaisa El-Kais 
‘Town ’’) 


Above Cynopolis, Strabo does not indicate whether the 
towns he mentions are nome-capitals or not, but if we take 
as nome-capitals those which correspond with nome-capitals 
mentioned in the old Egyptian documents and in Pliny 
(the first is mentioned as a nome-capital in both the Revenue 
Papyrus lists) and include the Thinite nome mentioned by 
Agatharchides, we get : 


Greek Name Egyptian Name Modern Name of 
of of ‘Town on or near 
Nome-Cap:tal. Nome-Capital. Ancient Site. 
7. Hermopolis (“‘ The | Khmunu Eshmunen 
Greater ”’) me 
8. Lycopolis (‘‘ Wolf | Siatt Assit 
Town ”’) 
g. Aphroditopolis . , Zobui — Edfa } 
10. Panopolis ; . | Khemmi Akhmin 
iguig) Mebane) : 5 jh Alecia! Girgeh ; 
12. Diospolis (‘‘ The | Hait _| Hu (Hei) 
ess 
13. Tentyri y : . | Tantoririt Denderah 
14. Coptos . : . | Qubti Kuft 
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At Coptos we are less than 25 miles from Thebes, and 
there is reason to think that already under the earlier Ptolemies 
the Nile Valley from here to the frontier was administered as 
a single province by the governor established in Thebes, 
and that the ancient nome-system was left out of account 
for purposes of administration. In the two lists of nomes 
in the Revenue Papyrus they merely give “the Thebaid ” 
as covering all Upper Egypt ; the most southern nome they 
mention is that of Hermopolis Magna. Yet the Elephantine 
papyrus speaks of the Apollonopolite nome south of ‘Thebes 
(the nome of which the capital was Edfu).1 

According to the system of government taken over by 
Alexander, we have seen native Egyptian nomarchs at the 
head of the several nomes. Under the Ptolemies the governor 
of the nome has a military title; he is strategos, General ; 
and under the earlier Ptolemies he seems to have been in- 
variably a Greek. His title indicated the fact that Ptolemaic 
rule in Egypt was the occupation of the country by a foreign 
military power. ‘The strategos united in his hand all the 
military and civil powers in the nome, and in ordinary times 
of quiet in Egypt the work of civil administration will have 
occupied him more than his military duties.2_ An official 
with the title nomarches is still occasionally mentioned under 
the Ptolemies, but he is subordinate to the strategos, and seems 
to be specially concerned with public works and the royal 
domains ; further, the nomarch seems now usually to have 
been a Greek, not an Egyptian. In the Fayim, where the 
conditions were no doubt exceptional, we find a number of 
nomarchs, each exercising oversight in a particular subdivision 
of the nome called a nomarchy. 'These nomarchies were 
permanently named after the nomarchs who held office there 
in the early days of Ptolemaic rule—‘ Nico’s nomarchy,” 
“Philip’s nomarchy,” and so on. Out of the seven of these 
early nomarchs whom we know, five have Greek, and two 
have Egyptian, names.? In the two old Egyptian capitals, 
Memphis and Thebes, we hear (not, so far, before the 2nd 

1 See E. v. Druffel, Archiv, vi. (1920), p. 33. Elephant. 7. 6, 12 ; 
7.07. CL ANCHO, Walp res: 

* Occasionally two nomes are found under a single strategos 
(Hohlwein, Musée Belge, xxviii. (1924), 125 ff.). 

* The Fayaiim had, apparently, once formed several nomes, which 
remained distinct nomarchiai under the Ptolemies, when the FayGm 


became a single nome under one strategos (Jouget, Rev. d’ Et. Anc. 
XXIV. (1922), pp. 340, 341). 
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century) of men with the title of hypostrategos (“ subgeneral a 
—Greeks by their names. 

Other nome-officials subordinate to the strategos were the 
epistates (superintendent) of the nome, whose functions were 
concerned with the administration of justice, the epistates 
of the phylakitai (“superintendent of the police’), the 
epimeletes (bailiff), who was the chief representative of the 
financial administration in the nome,! under whom was an 
official of the treasury called oikonomos. Another official 
often mentioned, called antigrapheus (‘“ Controller”), and 
the basilikos grammateus (‘‘ Royal Scribe,” the Greek transla- 
tion of an old Egyptian title), the “right-hand man” 
(Wilcken) of the strategos, whose duty it was to supervise 
the working of the government machine generally, but 
especially the statistical reports and records and all fiscal 
transactions.” 

The nome was divided—Strabo says ‘‘ most nomes ”— 
into a number of districts (topoi or toparchies), and the topoi 
again into komaz, “‘ villages,” ‘‘ small townships.” And each 
of these subdivisions had its own officials ; over the whole 
topos was the toparch, and over the komé the komarch. In the 
Faydm a larger tract, the meris (‘‘ division”), comes between 
the nome and the toparchy, and merides are occasionally 
mentioned in other nomes. The administrative staff of the 
toparchy reproduced in miniature that of the nome, to which 
it was subordinate, and the staff of the kome that of the top- 
archy. Just as the strategos had beside him a bastlikos 
grammateus, so the toparch had beside him a topogrammateus 
(‘ district scribe’’) and the komarch a komogrammateus 

1The antigrapheus is now thought by Wilcken to have had a 
standing independent of both epimeletes and oikonomos, as an official 
at the service of the finance department generally, who might be 
applied to either by a hypodiotketes or by an epimeletes for information, 
where figures were required as a basis for payments or receipts. ‘The 
province of each antigrapheus was limited territorially, though the 
province did not necessarily coincide with the nome (e.g. Ta Kara 
Méuguw) (U. d. Pt. i. pp. 196, 197). } 

2 As time went on, the official personnel dealing with the financial 
and economic business of the realm probably became more com- 
plicated. In the 2nd century the head of the financial administration 
in the nome seems to have been ho epi tén prosodon (“ the Supervisor 
of Revenues ”), and subordinate to him appear—in the case of the 
Saite nome—two epimeletai, each over one of the divisions of the 
nome (Louvre, 63, vii.) ; also, instead of one oikonomos for the nome, 
we get an oikonomos for revenues in money and another for revenues 


in corn. 
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(“‘ village scribe’). There was an ozkonomos of the toparchy 
and an otkonomos of the kome, an epistates of the toparchy 
and an epistates komes (“ village chief of police ’’). 


§ 3. THE DEPARTMENTS OF STATE 


The main object, as was said just now, of the Ptolemaic 
administration was to make Egypt a profitable estate for 
the king. It was an immense business enterprise. ‘This 
alluvial land, fertile beyond other lands, must pour year after 
year into its master’s storehouses the vast quantities of corn 
which it produced, over and above what was required for 
the feeding of its seven or eight millions of inhabitants, 
to be consumed as the king pleased, or turned by means of 
commerce into money for his treasury ; others of its products 
must be converted by Greeks, Asiatics, or Egyptians, working 
in royal factories, into goods which the king might sell 
remuneratively to his subjects or to foreigners—its grapes 
into wine, its sesame and castor into oil, its flax into linen, its 
papyrus-reeds into paper ; its river rolling down the products 
of inner Africa, of Sabzea and India to Alexandria, innumer- 
able merchant ships dropping into the great Alexandrine 
harbour with wares from all coasts of the Mediterranean, 
must swell Ptolemy’s riches with customs and harbour dues. 
The Greek king of Egypt was himself the greatest farmer, 
industrialist, merchant of them all. Of the working of this 
huge business we shall have to look at the main outlines, 
as they can be learnt from the papyri; but, of course, in 
order that it might be successfully carried on, the Ptolemaic 
king had to give the mass of his subjects, who worked for 
him, two things—inner and outer security. He had to provide 
for the repression of crime and settlement of disputes within 
the kingdom by a judicial and police system, and he had to 
provide for the defence of the kingdom against outside powers 
by a military and naval force at his own disposal. Finally 
he had to establish his relations with the representatives of a 
power which, whether the Greek king himself believed it to 
be based on reality or on delusion, he had to take account 
of as a power actually governing the thoughts and actions 
of men in Egypt—religion. He found a native priesthood 
established in the land, strong in its prescriptive privileges 
and in its influence upon the minds of men. We may then 
at this point survey (i) the economic system of the Ptolemies, 
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(ii) the judicial and police arrangements, (iii) the army and 
navy, and (iv) the position of the native priesthood. 


i. The Economic System 


(a) The Land—All the soil of Egypt was the king’s.t 
It was the business of his manager to see that every plot of 
arable land throughout the country was being cultivated to 
its full capacity and that fresh areas were reclaimed, by 
irrigation or by draining, wherever that was possible. But 
some of the land the king cultivated more directly himself, 
through royal officials—the basiliké gé, “‘ Royal Land ”’—some 
the king “ let go ” or “ relinquished ” to others, who cultivated 
it at their own discretion as his tenants—the gé en aphesei, 
“Land in Relinquishment.” ‘The actual work on the basiliké 
gé was done by people called basilikot gedrgoi, “‘ Royal Culti- 
vators ’’—mostly native fellahin—but not on the wage system. 
The land was divided into small plots, and the right to cultivate 
each plot was leased by officials to the highest bidder, or 
association of bidders, for a period of years, long or short, 
according to circumstances. Some leases were made out so 
as to be hereditary (ezs to patrikon), making the connexion of 
the cultivator with his plot almost equivalent to ownership ; 
for such leases the cultivator had to give substantial security.” 
The State determined what crop was to be sown and the 
State supplied the grain; the “ cultivator” undertook to 
deliver in return at harvest-time on the threshing-floor, 
to the royal officials, a specified number of artabai (called the 
ekphorion), and had to make certain other minor payments ; 3 
what remained over and above (the epigenéma), the “ culti- 
vator ” might keep as his own profit in the transaction. 

In theory the ‘‘ Royal Cultivators’ were free men. While 
slaves were employed for domestic service, slave-labour upon 
the land (so extensive in some countries of the time) was 
practically unknown in Ptolemaic Egypt. Yet the free 
fellahin were in some respects in scarcely a better position 
than serfs. During the time of agricultural operations, it 
was a punishable offence for the “ Royal Cultivator ” to leave 
his plot. In exceptional circumstances, when voluntary 
bidders for a piece of “ Royal Land ” could not be found, the 


1 For an account of the cultivators and their land in Pharaonic 


Egypt, see Sir F. Petrie, Ancient Egypt (1925), p- 105. Ly 2 
2 Tebtunts, 5,1. 104.; cf. p. 32. 3 Bouché-Leclercq, iii. p. 298. 
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State might resort to compulsion. The State was not bound 
by any contract with the “ cultivator” ; if at any moment it 
desired to dismiss one “ cultivator ” and replace him by an- 
other, it could do so. The cattle belonging to the “‘ cultivator ” 
could at any time be requisitioned by the State. The method 
of forced labour upon the dykes and canals (corvée), common 
in Egypt under the Khedives till it was abolished by the 
English, was regularly resorted to in Ptolemaic Egypt. ‘The 
life of the country did indeed depend upon the proper dis- 
tribution and control of the Nile-water, and the Ptolemaic 
government had no scruple in calling up the native population 
—and especially the “‘ Royal Cultivators ’—to do any work 
necessary in order to make the country give its full agricultural 
return—digging and repairing canals, planting trees to provide 
timber, sowing and reaping lands which had been neglected. 
Forced labour was not, as a rule, imposed upon Greeks, nor 
upon officials, though they had to pay an equivalent tax 
(called naubion).1 We have no precise information as to the 
extent of “ Royal Land” in Ptolemaic Egypt, as compared 
with “ Land in Relinquishment”’; we only know that in a 
particular village of the Fayim in 120 B.c., out of 4700 
aruras, 2427 were “‘ Royal Land.” 2 

The ‘‘ Land in Relinquishment ” fell into different cate- 
gories : (1) “‘ Sacred Land,” z.e. land assigned to the temples ; 
(2) kleruchic land, 1.e. land occupied by military colonists, 
mostly Greek; (3) land “in gift ” (év dwped), z.e. land given 
by royal favour to some eminent courtier or official; (4) 
and in private possession (ge idioktétos). It is to be noted 
that none of this land was private property in the strict sense ; 
the occupiers had no freehold. It was merely land “ granted 
to individuals for continuous and sometimes perpetual use.”’ 
This right of occupation and utilization could be sold, given, 
or mortgaged by one individual to another, and could descend 
from father to son, so that in practice the perpetual occupation 
may often have come to something like ownership; the 
conditions may well have differed in different regions. 
Corn-land the government seems to have kept more carefully 


1 For the whole subject of forced labour in Ptolemaic Egypt, see 
F. Oertel, Die Liturgie (1917). 

* Rostovtzeff thinks it likely that ‘‘ Royal Land ”’ predominated in 
Lower Egypt and the Fayiim, and “‘ Sacred Land ”’ in Upper Egypt; 
he gives it as a mere conjecture (F.L.A. vi. (1920), p. 165). ’ 

§ Lumbroso, Archiv, v. p. 401. 
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under its own control. The land granted as idioktetos was 
apparently, as a rule, land used for gardens, palm-plantations, 
and vineyards, and this would explain why the word ktéma 
(“ possession ’’) came in Ptolemaic Egypt specially to signify 
land of this kind ; the word was never applied to corn-land. 
In the case of the lands attached to Alexandria and to Ptole- 
mais, something more like the ordinary Greek laws of property 
may have been applied. 

Even the land “in gift’ was not held by the possessor 
as a freehold, though these large estates—we have seen the 
extent of that assigned to Apollonius—had certain privileges 
not belonging to ordinary “land in private possession.” 
They were held tax-free, and they included corn-land. The 
work of cultivation was done by peasants who acquired by 
contract the right to cultivate small plots, like the ‘“ Royal 
Cultivators” on the “ Royal Land,” and delivered at each 
harvest a fixed quantity of the produce to the possessor of 
the “ gift.” But he had no personal jurisdiction over them. 
In the case of one peasant wishing to sue another, it was to 
the king, not to the possessor of the “ gift,” that he appealed! 

It was necessary not only to get vegetable products out 
of the Egyptian soil, but to rear a certain quantity of live 
stock—cattle, sheep, swine,? geese—for consumption as food : 
sheep for the supply of wool, oxen and asses for agricultural 
work and transport, horses for war, animals for sacrifice. 
Here, too, the king had his hand upon everything. Of all 
the pasture-land (nomaz) in the country he was not only 
owner but occupier. No private owners of live stock could 
feed their flocks or herds upon this land without paying the 
king a tax for its use (the tax called ennomion). ‘The king had 
large herds of his own, and the geese and swine required 
by the court for its consumption were bred by “ goose- 
herds” and ‘swineherds”’ analogous to the “ Royal 
Cultivators”? in the matter of corn-production. Even if the 
occupier of a certain plot of corn-land grew green stuff upon 
it after the corn had been reaped (as is commonly done to-day 
in Egypt), he could not use the green stuff for his own cattle 
except on condition of paying the king a tax, and he could, 
even so, use no more of it than was required for his own 
cattle ; the king claimed all the rest. 

1 Chrest., No. 338. ‘ : 

2 Swine-flesh was taboo, as food, for the native Egyptians, but was 
no doubt consumed by the Greeks, and at court. 
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Of the ‘‘ Sacred Land ” it will be best to speak when we 
come to survey the position of the priesthood, and of the 
“ Kleruchic Land” in connexion with the Army. Apart 
from these categories of land and the “ Land in gift,” it was 
from the ‘‘ Royal Land” that the king obtained the lion’s 
share of the corn produced in Egypt. But when the private 
occupiers of ktemata used them for the production of certain 
things of general use—wine or oil or linen or honey or 
beeswax—here, too, the king exacted a substantial part of 
the profits. 

If a man turned the land in his occupation into a vineyard 
and made wine, he had, in the first instance, to pay a tax 
to the king in money of so many drachmas, the arura (phoros 
ton ampelonén) differing according to the quality of the land 
and the last rise of the Nile ; and he had, when he had made 
his wine, to make over one-sixth of it to the farmers of the 
State taxes—the so-called apomoira (‘‘ deducted share’). 
This tax, however, since it was paid to the temples, had best 
be spoken of when we come to the section dealing with the 
priesthood. 

(b) Taxes and Monopolies —It has been indicated how any 
one using the soil of Egypt to draw from it vegetable pro- 
ducts or the food for live stock had to make over a proportion 
of everything to the king. But there seems to have been no 
uniform land-tax, like the tithe in the Seleucid realm; the 
bureaucratic system of Egypt made it possible to determine 
different kinds of dues to be paid: by different kinds of soil, 
according to the minute government survey, classifying plots 
of land according to their quality and their relation to the 
annual rise of the Nile. ‘The taxes, other than taxes in land, 
made a formidable whole in the great estate of king Ptolemy. 
The native population had to pay a poll-tax (men only), 
from which native priests were exempt. There seems to 
have been a general tax on house-property, and a tax on 
slaves.! 

From the industries carried on in the land, Ptolemy drew 
profit in two ways. Some industries were royal monopolies. 
Those which Wilcken gives as proved for the Ptolemaic 
period are: (1) certain kinds of oil ; (2) textiles (linen, wool, 
hemp); (3) dyeing; (4) fulling; (5) goldsmith’s work; (6) 
brewing (beer was the common drink of the natives); (7) 
manufacture of paper from the papyrus, probably a royal 

‘ But see Bouché-Leclercq, iv. pp. 121 ff. 
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monopoly; (8) banking; (9) salt; (10) spices and per- 
fumes ; (11) natron; (12) timber (it was illegal for any 
one to fell a tree on the land he occupied without leave of 
the government) ; (13) mining and quarrying. Besides those 
industries which were definitely monopolies, there were 
others in which the king took a large part, side by side with 
private enterprise. Tanning perhaps comes into this cate- 
gory. Apiculture certainly does; there were royal, as 
well as private, bee-farms. It must be remembered that 
apiculture was a far more important industry then than now. 
Honey took the place in daily life now taken by sugar, and 
beeswax was required for a number of purposes—medical, 
industrial, and artistic. Hunting and fishing were royal 
prerogatives. Fisheries might be taken over from the king 
by lessees who undertook to pay 25 per cent. of the profits. 

The quarrying of stones, mining for gold and emeralds, 
were important monopolies of the king. Gold and emeralds 
were found in Upper Egypt in the hills to the east of the Nile. 
In one wady of this region can still be seen the remains of 1320 
huts inhabited by the men who worked here under Ptolemy 
III. Gold was also found in the hills of Nubia above the 
first cataract. We have an extract from Agatharchides, who 
wrote in the 2nd century B.c., giving a frightful description 
of the life of the condemned criminals and prisoners of war 
who were used by the government to work these gold-mines 
in the far-away south.” 

The monopoly we know most about is the oil monopoly, 
for which we have an important document in the great 
“‘ Revenue Papyrus ” of Ptolemy II., edited by B. P. Grenfell 
in 1896. The oil produced in the Nile Valley and the Delta 
was not olive oil, but made from sesame, croton, saffron, 
pumpkins, or linseed.2 The government determined how 
many aruras in each nome were to be devoted to the cultiva- 
tion of these plants, basing its figure on a calculation of the 
requirements of the Greek cities and of the nomes. 

Any one growing the plants was bound to sell them to the 
king at prices fixed by the government. Both the sowing 

1 Wilcken, in Schmoller’s Jahrbuch, Year 45 (1921), p- 93- 

2 Miiller, Geograph. Grec. Minores, i. pp. 123 ff. For all that has 
to do with quarrying and mining in Ptolemaic Egypt, see Fitzler, 
Steinbriiche und Bergwerke im ptolemdischen und réimischen Aigypten 


(Leipzig, 1910). \ ; 
8 Olive trees grew in the Fayftim, but olive oil does not seem 


have been included in the monopoly. 
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and the ingathering were closely watched by royal officials. 
The oil was next prepared in royal factories, and the hands 
engaged were “free”? men, like the “ Royal Cultivators,” 
but not allowed to leave their work for the season. A per- 
centage of the profits, fixed in the contract of each year, was 
allotted to the workers, in addition to their wages. The 
right to conduct the manufacture and to sell the finished 
article to the retail dealers was granted by the government 
to the highest bidder in each nome; the retail dealers sold it 
at a price fixed by the government to the general public, 
and paid over what was realized by the sale to the ozkonomos 
of the nome, retaining, it would seem, some percentage as 
their own remuneration in the business. All this monopoly 
system would have been useless, if foreign oil had been 
allowed to compete in Egypt with that made in the royal 
factories. The import of foreign oil was therefore forbidden 
or made subject to heavy duties. It is a difficult question 
where the contractor could look for his remuneration. Certain 
indications lead Wilcken to believe that an additional oil-tax 
was paid by those who purchased the oil from the retail 
dealers, and he suggests doubtfully that those who obtained 
the contract to manufacture the oil for the government had 
also the right to collect this oil-tax from the public, and thus 
recouped themselves as tax-farmers for work which they did 
with little or no profit as oil-manufacturers. | 

The monopoly we know most about, after the oil monopoly, 
is that in textiles—chiefly linen, but also woollen and hemp 
goods. It seems to have been arranged very much on the 
same lines as the oil monopoly, with certain differences. 
The temples had a right to’go on manufacturing the finer sort 
of linen cloth (byssus) according to their ancient tradition, 
not for sale, but for their own needs, especially for the robing 
of the idols, with the obligation to deliver a certain quantity 
of linen fabrics (othonia) yearly to the king. Also the manu- 
facture of textiles for sale to the public was carried out to 
some extent (perhaps altogether) not in royal factories, as 
in the case of oil, but in private factories, and the products 
sold at fixed prices to the king. 

The great ‘‘ Revenue Papyrus” of Ptolemy II. sheds also 
some broken light upon the banking monopoly. Beside the 
“Royal Bank” in the capital of each nome, there were local 
banks affiliated to it in many of the smaller towns and in some 
of the, villages. No one, except a person who had leased a 
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bank from the king, had the right to buy, sell, or exchange 
specie in Ptolemaic Egypt. It must be remembered that one 
great economic change brought about by Greek rule in Egypt 
was that coined money became the medium of exchange 
and the standard of wealth in a country whose economic 
conditions had hitherto shown a much more primitive type 
than those of the Greek world. 

From industries which were not monopolies the king drew 
profit by the way of taxation—and that, apparently, in a double 
way. ‘The person desirous of exercising some craft—thick- 
cloth maker (kassopotos), dyer, leather-worker, carrier, gold- 
smith—had to purchase in the first instance a licence from 
the government. Sometimes, it would seem, an industry 
was carried on concurrently by the government itself and by 
private individuals, who had purchased a licence; there are 
indications that this was so in the case of dyeing. Then, 
secondly, the craftsman had to pay a tax on the proceeds of 
his industry. 

Transactions by which property passed, by way of sale, 
division, or gift, from one person to another involved the 
payment of a tax, fixed at ro per cent. on the price or value 
of the property (a tax lowered temporarily from about 200 B.c. 
till some time in the reign of Euergetes II., to 5 per cent.). 
The Greeks called the tax the enkyklion (tax on “ circula- 
tion”’). It was an ancient tax introduced by Psamtek I. 
in the 7th century B.c., maintained in Ptolemaic, and later 
on in Roman, Egypt. 

In the matter of customs, not only had duties to be paid in 
the ports or frontier towns on goods imported into Egypt 
or goods exported, but we learn from Agatharchides that 
there was a customs-house at Hermopolis, between Upper 
and Lower Egypt, and a papyrus shows internal traffic even 
between one nome and another burdened by customs." 

For the king to draw wealth from Egypt on this elaborate 
scale, innumerable volumes of papyrus records had to be kept 
at the government offices—registers of population, registers 
of land, registers of house property, registers of temple 
property—and continually brought up to date by fresh 
registration and fresh surveys. The scraps recovered in 
recent times of this enormous mass of writing serve to give 
an idea what its extent was, and what huge bureaucratic 
activity Greek rule in Egypt implied. In no other country, 

1 Hibeh, 80. 
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as has been said, are the geographical conditions more favour- 
able for bureaucracy; Egypt was also the country which 
supplied paper to the ancient world. , 

With regard to the collection of taxes we have to distinguish 
those which were paid in kind—taxes on corn-land, paid in 
corn—and those paid in money—practically all taxes except 
those on corn-land. For the receipt of both kinds of tax 
the king had offices all over the country. For the corn there 
were royal storehouses (thésauroi) in the towns and villages 
to which the corn was carried from the threshing-floor, and 
whence it was sent by boat to Alexandria. ‘These store- 
houses were presided over by officials called ‘‘ corn-collectors ”’ 
(sttologoi). Many potsherds have been found on which are 
written receipts given by sitologot to taxpayers who had 
made their due delivery of corn to the thesauros. A service 
of boats and punts belonging to the king on the Nile and 
canals provided for the transport of the corn to Alexandria.! 
For the receipt of money-payments the royal banks (trapezaz) 
were the appointed organ. ‘The head bank in Alexandria— 
the main receiving office of the kingdom—had its local 
branch in the capital of each nome, and smaller branches in 
the smaller towns and villages. Each bank was presided over 
by an official with the title “ banker” (trapezites). Upon 
this system of banks the whole financial administration 
of the kingdom was based. ‘They served not only as organs 
by which the state drew in money, but also as the organs 
through which the state paid out money for any local purpose 
for which the banker was authorized by a competent authority 
to make a payment in the king’s service. Papyri and pot- 
sherds show us how closely all this business was checked and 
controlled. 

Taxes other than those paid in corn were not collected and 
paid into the royal banks by salaried officials, as in a modern 
state. The Ptolemies resorted to a method for which they 
had a precedent in the older Greek city-states—the method 
of putting up to auction each year the right to collect taxes 
and receiving lump sums from the contractor, who had to 


* An order from one official to another to have a specified quantity 
of corn—perhaps sent from certain kléroi which had gone back to the 
State—put on board a kontdton basilikon, 265-264 B.C. (Hibeh, 39). 
An acknowledgment by a naukléros that he has received from 
government agents a quantity of corn and laded it on to a kerkiros 
(royal punt), 251-250 B.c. Cf. Hibeh, 38. 
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hope to recoup himself by the balance left over in his hands 
(the epigenéma) at the end of the year. Whilst, however, this 
method was taken over by the Ptolemies from the Greek 
free state, it assumed in bureaucratic Egypt a new character 
owing to the elaborate supervision and control of the tax- 
farmer at every turn by royal officials. The farming out 
of taxes was by nomes, and the otkonomos of the nome acted 
for the government in the matter. He appointed a controller 
(antigrapheus) to watch the tax-farmer in all his activities ; 
the tax-farmer had to make his payments monthly into the 
royal bank, and every month he had to go over his accounts 
with the ozkonomos. So far as the system worked normally, 
and was not interfered with by corruption, the taxpayer was 
well protected against illegal demands on the part of the 
tax-farmer. The nomos telénikos—containing the official 
regulations in regard to each tax—was publicly hung up at 
the tax-farmer’s office for ten days after his appointment, not 
only in Greek, but in Egyptian. But from the tax-farmer’s 
point of view the business—apart from the possibilities of 
corruption—cannot have offered much attraction. It became 
apparently increasingly difficult for the government to find 
persons who would bid for it. In the 3rd century B.c. it 
had to offer a 5 per cent. remuneration (called an opsdnion) 
to the tax-farmer over and above the epigenéma, and in the 
2nd century this had risen to a Io per cent. remuneration. 
The tax-farmers were usually not single individuals, but 
companies of partners (Roimdnes) formed for the purpose. 

(c) Extraordinary Charges—Under the head of extra- 
ordinary additions to the government revenue comes the 
payment of fines for offences of various kinds. These were 
collected by the ozkonomos of the nome through the agency 
of an official called a praktor. A form of extraordinary 
exaction, which might become a grievous burden on the 
population, was the obligation to entertain the kings or high 
officials at each place to which they came on their progresses 
through the land Chrysippus, who is diocketes under Ptolemy 
III. when he comes to the Faytim, has bread bought for him 
at a forced price, quantities of geese and other birds provided 
for his table and that of his suite, forty asses provided for his 
luggage.2, In 112 a Roman noble who comes to visit the 
sights of Egypt has to be entertained at the population’s 


1 Sir F. Petrie compares the ‘“‘ corn-rents ” of Wales. 
2 Chrest: 410, 411. 
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expense.!_ Even the priests of Isis have left on an obelisk in 
Philz their bitter cry at what was put upon them for the 
entertainment of officials and troops travelling through the 
upper country. 

(d) Trade—The riches of the house of Ptolemy came 
not only from the products of Egypt but from the great 
stream of merchandise flowing into the country and flowing 
through it. The chief exports of Egypt—corn, paper, glass, 
and linen—were native products, but Egypt was also the chief 
channel through which the products of India and South 
Arabia reached the Mediterranean. The goods which Egypt 
imported from the Mediterranean (timber, copper, purple 
dye, marble, wine) were considerably less than the goods 
exported into the Mediterranean from Egypt.2 Of the 
products of the South exported from Alexandria to the 
Mediterranean lands, the chief were spices and aromatics 
(myrrh, frankincense, nard, cinnamon, etc.), and they were 
exported largely not in the form of raw materials, but already 
worked up in Egypt into unguents and perfumes.? In 
exchange, Egypt sent her textiles, oil, metal goods (armour. 
and weapons), glass, and Mediterranean wine to the peoples 
of India and South Arabia, of Abyssinia and the Sudan, and 
we find that Egypt actually manufactured stuffs to meet 
“barbarian” taste. It may be believed that the Arabian 
and Indian trade was one reason which made the house of 
Ptolemy so desirous of possessing Palestine; for the land 
trade-route between Syria and the Persian Gulf might become 
a rival to the route by the Red Sea and the Nile, if it was 
in other hands than theirs, and indeed, after the Ptolemies 
had lost Palestine for good, we find this alternative route 
become important in the hands of the Nabatzans of Petra. 

There were two ways in which merchandise brought up 
the Red Sea might reach Alexandria* It might be carried 
in ships all the way to the extremity of the Red Sea near 
Herodnpolis, and then go, still by ship, through the canal 
dug by Ptolemy II. to connect the Red Sea with the Nile ; ® 


1 Chrest. 3. 2 Strabo, xvii. 793. 

’ P.S.I. 628. A special official is mentioned (under Ptolemy II.), 
whose business it is to see that the king gets his revenue from the 
spice-trade (6 él Tis NBavwrikijs). 

‘For the southern trade of Ptolemaic Egypt generally, see Ros- 
tovtzeff, Archiv, iv. pp. 304 ff. See also Sir F. Petrie, Social Life in 
Ancient Egypt, pp. 159 ff. P 

5 Sir F. Petrie, Social Life in Ancient Egypt, pp. 185 ff. 
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or it might be unladen at one of the ports farther south, 
Berenice or Myos-hormos or Philotera, and conveyed by 
camels across the desert hills to Coptos, to be there put on 
river boats and carried to Alexandria down the Nile. Of 
these two routes the second seems to have become the estab- 
lished one, since there is an indication that the canal between 
the Nile and Red Sea had ceased to be practicable before 
the end of the dynasty. The caravan road between Berenice 
and Coptos was also made, or remade, by the second Ptolemy, 
and stations constructed on it at appropriate intervals. Later 
kings continued to look carefully after it. Wells were dug 
on it and reservoirs made for such rain-water as feil. Beside 
serving the purpose of the Indian and Arabian trade, the road 
went by the smaragdus quarries, which were worked for the 
king. We have an inscription by some one who in 130 B.c. 
was appointed by the strategos of the Thebaid to supervise 
the quarries and to safeguard the caravans coming down 
from the hills to Coptos.! 

We hear of a Greek called Dionysius being sent by Ptolemy IT. 
as ambassador to India; he wrote a book about the country, 
from which two insignificant quotations have come down.? 
How far there were continuous voyages between India and 
the Red Sea ports, how far the Greek-Egyptian ships confined 
themselves to the Red Sea and picked up the Indian mer- 
chandise in South Arabia, is doubtful. Strabo says that 
“formerly not twenty ships [a year ?] ventured outside the 
Red Sea,” ® and his “ formerly” in this passage seems to 
correspond with “under the Ptolemaic kings ” in another 
passage. But he may be speaking only of the last degenerate 
days of the dynasty. The date when the sea-captain Hippalus 
discovered the monsoon and so facilitated direct voyages to 
India is quite uncertain. In an inscription of the late Ptole- 
maic period from the Thebaid, the dedicator is “ Sophon 
an Indian,” ® which indicates some direct connexion between 
Egypt and India at as early a date as that, and Sir Flinders 
Petrie infers from Indian figures found at Memphis, together 
with modelled heads of foreigners, that already in the middle 
of the 3rd century Buddhist festivals were celebrated in Egypt.’ 


NO;G.U stats 2 2 Plin. iv. § 58. * xvii. 798. ai, LILO. 

5 Otto (Pauly-Wissowa, ‘‘ Hippalos ’’) puts him conjecturally about 
100 B.C. 

6 Wilcken, Archiv, iii. p. 320. 

7 The Status of the Fews in Egypt, p. 33- 
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Two papyri from the archive of Zeno! recently published 
have brought fresh information about the customs levied on 
imports under Ptolemy II. at Pelusium and at Alexandria. 
Goods are divided into four categories which have to pay 
a duty of 50, 334, 25, and 20 per cent. respectively. To the 
first category belongs oil: any one importing foreign oil 
has, in addition to paying the duty of 50 per cent., to sell it 
immediately to the king at 46 drachmas the metretes, the king 
afterwards selling it to the public at 52 drachmas the metretes. 
(That is to say, the importer, in order to make a profit, would 
have had to have bought the oil in Syria at a price below 
23 drachmas the metretes.) The second category includes 
Greek wines, from Chios and Thasos, and fresh figs. The 
. third, honey (Attic, Rhodian, Lycian, etc.), wild-pig flesh, 
venison, pickles, nuts from the Black Sea, sponges. The 
fourth, wool. Various additional minor dues are levied—one 
in Alexandria called euplota, which Edgar conjectures to have 
gone to the upkeep of the Pharos Lighthouse. 

(e) Finance and Money.—The central treasury into which 
the revenues of the kingdom flowed was the basilikon. But 
side by side with this we find a “ Private Account ” (Idios 
Logos) of the king, administered by a special official (6 zpos 
7@ idtw» Adyw), and treated as separate by the local Royal 
Banks which received payments on its behalf. In the two 
cases which papyri give of payments made to the Idios Logos 
they are a fine for encroachment on Royal Land? and pre- 
liminary payment made by the lessee of a piece of land con- 
fiscated by the king.® 

Economically, the establishment of Greek rule in Egypt 
was a great advance—not necessarily an advance in happiness, 
for the centralized state-control of all industry presents 
an unquestionably dreary picture, which the great Russian 
archeologist, Rostovtzeff, describes with an obvious glance 
at the present state of things in the country from which he 
is an exile. But it was an advance in so far as there was a 
brisker production and exchange of commodities all over the 
land of the Nile. This went with the introduction of coined 
money, to supersede the more primitive methods of exchange 
in Pharaonic Egypt. ‘The supersession did not take place 
all at once; indeed, barter and payments in kind were never 


1Zeno Pap. 73 and 75. Cf. Wilcken, Archiv, vii. pp. 293, 
*294. . 
2 Chrest. 161. 3 Chrest. 162. 
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entirely superseded (especially in the country districts) ; but 
gradually the coined money of the Ptolemies established 
itself as the ordinary medium of payment and exchange. 
Taxes, as we have seen, were paid both in money and in kind, 
though payment in money predominated. We can trace 
the extension of the money system in the pay of soldiers. 
In the 2nd century we find the epigonot at Memphis, whose 
pay was fixed at 150 copper drachmas and 3 artabai of 
wheat a month, receiving actually only one artabe of wheat, 
the other two artabai having been commuted for an additional 
200 drachmas a month (called a sitonion, money paid in lieu of 
sitos, corn). 

The money coined by Ptolemy I. for his kingdom did not 
follow, like the coinage of Alexander and his other successors, 
the Attic standard, but at first the Rhodian standard, and 
ultimately the Pheenician. It was a bimetallic coinage, the 
gold piece of 8 drachmas being taken as equivalent to a silver 
mina (7.e. gold to silver as 12.5 to 1). Ptolemy probably 
chose this standard in order to facilitate trade with the 
older Phcenician cities (Tyre, Sidon, etc.) and with his 
neighbour Carthage.! 


iu. Judicial and Police Arrangements 


__ The Egypt into which the Greeks came was a land which 
had its native system of laws and customs, going back to a 
remote antiquity;? the Greeks brought with them another 
system of laws and customs of their own. Both Egyptians and 
Greeks were subject to a despotic master, who might send out 
from Alexandria, according to his pleasure, laws (nomot)— 
that is, general ordinances intended to be permanent till 
repealed—or rescripts (diagrammata), edicts (prostagmata), 
declarations of the royal will in regard to some particular 
circumstance, or modifying existing law in some particular 
point. It was the policy of the Ptolemies to allow the 
Egyptians, so far as was compatible with the new government, 
to go on living under their traditional laws and customs— 
what the Greeks called “the laws of the country AG: Tips 
xwpas vopoc) in contrast with the politikot nomot (* Civic 


1 For the financial system of Ptolemaic Egypt, see Rostovtzeff, 
¥.E.A. vi. (1920) ; Wilcken, ‘“‘ Alexander der Grosse und die hellen- 
istische Wirtschaft,” in Schmoller’s Jahrbuch (Year 45, 192t). 

2 See Sir F. Petrie, Ancient Egypt, 1925, pp. 45 ff. 
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Laws ”) ordained by the king for those who had the status 
of “ citizens,” 2.e. the Greeks.! For the Greeks, in their 
relations to each other, only the ‘‘ Civic Laws ” of the king 
would come into consideration; in framing them the new 
ruler would be mainly guided by Greek ideas. 

There were thus two systems of law in operation in Ptole- 
maic Egypt, side by side. It could hardly be, but that, as 
time went on, each to some extent modified the other— 
especially as mixture of blood between the two peoples 
took place, and in many disputes one party was Greek and 
the other party Egyptian. Such mutual modification can 
be traced, for instance, in marriage-law. The Egyptian 
marriage- -law contrasted with the Greek : (1) in its permission 
of brother-and-sister marriage ;? (2) in the greater inde- 
pendence it gave to the woman, who might choose her hus- 
band freely, as a person sud juris (not, as in Greek law, under 
legal guardianship), and separate from him whenever she 
liked, or, if he divorced her, might claim for herself the 
sum stipulated by the husband, as her dowry, in the 
marriage contract ; (3) in the recognition of various grades 
of marriage, one form being a trial union (called, strangely, 
by the Greeks an agraphos gamos) in which the parties fix 
by contract on what terms they will cohabit for a limited 
period. 

Probably brother-and-sister marriage to some _ extent 
spread to the Greeks in Egypt (apart from the royal family), 
but it is hard to get data on this point from the papyri for 
two reasons : (1) because Greek names, as we have seen, cease 
from the 2nd century B.c. to be a sure indication of Greek 
race ; (2) because the term “ sister’ may be applied in our 
documents by a conventional form of speech to a wife who 
was not really a sister. The form of speech at any rate 
would in that case have been borrowed from the Egyptians. 
On the other hand, a prostagma, apparently, issued by 
Ptolemy IV. , deprived Egyptian women of their independent 
legal status ; ‘like Greek women they were to be, for all legal 
transactions, under the guardianship of their husbands, 

1 So Partsch explains the word (Archiv, v. (1913), p. 455). 

* Attic Law allowed marriage between children of the same father, 


provided that they had different mothers. Marriage between chil- 
dren of the same mother, even when not of the same father, was 
incestuous. 

3 For a similar form of speech amongst the ancient Israelites, see 
Song of Songs, iv. 9, etc., “* My sister, my spouse.’ 
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if married, or under a guardian (kyrios), if unmarried. 
Under Ptolemy Philometor a Macedonian family, settled 
at a small town in the Heracleopolite nome, are found still 
observing Greek forms, not Egyptian, in contracting 
marriages ; yet in one document? we find a Greek contract 
for a trial marriage for a year, which may show an influence of 
Egyptian customs upon the Greeks.? 

For their legal dealings with each other. the Egyptians 
continued to have the requisite documents (contracts, etc.) 
drawn up in Egyptian (‘‘demotic”’), according to the cum- 
brous traditional formulas. The business of drawing up 
these documents belonged to a class of professional priestly 
scribes whom the Greeks called (we do not know why) 
monographoi. Numbers of demotic deeds have been found, 
which furnish important data for native life under Greek 
rule, though the difficulty of ascertaining their meaning is 
often greater—at any rate in the present stage of demotic 
studies—than the difficulties offered by Greek papyri. The 
Greeks, in their legal dealings with each other, do not seem to 
have employed the service of professional notaries, during 
the first century of Ptolemaic rule. One of those who sign 
a document as witnesses was apparently, as a rule, given the 
charge of keeping it (as syngraphophylax) and of producing it 
when necessary. 

If there was a double system of law, Egyptian and Greek, 
there was also a double system administering justice. The 
Egyptians could bring their civil disputes before native 
judges (called by the Greeks laokritaz, “* judges of the laoz”’), 
who decided them according to the Pharaonic tradition. But 
for criminal justice, and for suits between Greeks, those 
deputed by the king to represent him—or, in the last resort, 
the king himself—constituted the judicial authority. It must 
be said that no part of the Ptolemaic system in Egypt presents 
such an appearance of elaborate confusion—so far as we trace 
it from the papyri—as the judicial arrangements. A mean- 


1 See Bouché-Leclercq, iv. p. 86. The prostagma is not itself 
preserved; that such a prostagma had been issued was inferred by 
Revilloat from papyri later than 219-218 B.C. 

2 Louvre, No. 13. A document of a peculiar kind is P.S.J. 64, 
in which a woman called Thais engages herself by a written oath 
to live with a man “as lawful wife ” (@s yrnoia yauerh). 

® Wilcken, U. d. Pt. i. p. 322. For Egyptian civil law under the 
Ptolemies, see Mitteis, Grundziige, ii.; Partsch, in Abhand, d, sachs. 
Akad. d. Wiss., philolog.-hist. Klasse, vol. xxxii. (1920). 
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ing commonly attached to the Greek verb chrématizein was 
the delivery of judgment on the part of the king, and it was 
theoretically open to every subject of the king to make an 
appeal for judgment to the king direct. (An appeal to the 
king was called an enteuxis.!) One of the portals of the palace 
at Alexandria was designated the chrématistikos pylon,’ the 
approach to the king for judgment. When the king visited 
the Serapeum near Memphis, we find that the chamber he 
occupied had a special window (thyris), through which 
written appeals for justice might be thrown in and the replies 
communicated. Since, however, it was physically impossible 
for the seven or eight millions of people in Egypt to come 
into direct relations with the sovereign, we find the institution 
of a Greek judicial body for particular nomes or groups of 
nomes,? called chrématistai, who went on circuit and delivered 
judgment in the king’s name. The first institution of these 
chrematistai is attributed in the letter of Aristeas to Ptolemy 
II. When, however, we try to ascertain what the competence 
of this ambulatory court was, as against that of other official 
authorities, everything seems confusion. It looks as if in 
practice any one who desired justice might appeal to any 
official authority near at hand, to the strategos of the nome, 
to the chief of police (epistates). ‘‘ We see the chrematistai 
intervene concurrently with the officials, sometimes before 
the officials, sometimes after them, sometimes sitting together 
with them; we see them issue summonses which are not 
obeyed, and pronounce decisions which leave the matter 
submitted to them as unsettled as ever.”’+ We may suppose 
that baksheesh (in Greek, stephanoz, “ crowns’’) and personal 
interest played a part in most of these transactions which we 
can only very occasionally trace in the written documents. 
An Egyptian called Horus has been imprisoned for debt by 


1'The term was not confined to appeals to the king. Appeals to 
chrematistait, as representing the king, were enteuxeis, and in the 
3rd century the use of such terms was less strictly technical than 
afterwards (Wilcken, in Archiv, vii. p. 81). 

2 Polyb. xv. 31. 

3 A single body of chrematistai serves for the whole Thebaid from 
Syene to the Panopolite nome inclusive, but this would not neces- 
sarily prove that in other parts of Egypt the authority of a body of 
chrematistat extended over several nomes, though it certainly did 
sometimes. An inscription is put up by three chrematistai, whose 
circuit had been the Prosopite “‘ and other nomes assigned,” in the 
years 174-172 B.C. (O.G.I. 106). 

4 Bouché-Leclercq, iv. p. 214. 
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the komogrammateus and the praktor. An official gives it to 
be understood that Horus is under the protection of a great 
personage and must be set free 1 (about 100 B.c.). A burglar 
who has been caught red-handed gets off by paying 200 
drachmas to the police agent.” 

In the middle of the 3rd century we find on occasion a 
single chrematistes functioning by himself, deputed by the 
diotketes to try a case, which he has no time to try himself. 
On the report of the chrematistes the diotketes passes sentence.3 
Strangely, the chrematistes has an Egyptian name. 

Our principle source of information for the working of the 
judicial system in Ptolemaic Egypt are the papyri relating to 
the Hermias case, now celebrated amongst students in this 
field. It belongs to the Thebaid in the reign of Ptolemy VII. 
(the years from 125-117 B.c.), and procedure may, of course, 
have differed materially in other parts of Egypt and under 
the earlier Ptolemies. The papyri give us a series of actions 
brought by a cavalry officer, Hermias, son of Ptolemy, de- 
scribed as a “ Persian,” against a corporation of native 
choachytai (funeral undertakers) to recover from them a piece 
of ground with a house upon it near Thebes, which he claimed 
to be his by inheritance. The complicated story of the affair 
is well told by Bouché-Leclercq (iv. pp. 218-233), and can 
hardly be compressed into any short summary. The last, 
and apparently final, judgment recorded in the dossier is 
given by the epistates against Hermias (December 11, 117 
B.c.). ‘‘ The fact which comes out most clearly in the Hermias 
case is that, in the Thebaid, at any rate—a region under mili- 
tary government and, so to speak, in a permanent state of 
siege—the chrematistai seem limited to the office of juris- 
consults. Executive decisions are given by the epvstates, 
sitting with assessors” (Bouché-Leclercq). 

An important document relating to the delimitation of the 
province of the native Jaokritai, as against that of the Greek 
authorities, is the law of Ptolemy VII. (118 B.c.) rehearsed in 
one papyrus. The law lays down that in cases where one 
party is Greek and the other party Egyptian, the question of 
the proper court is to be decided by the language of the 
documents with which the dispute is concerned. If they are 
in demotic, the case is to go before the laokritaz, to be decided 

1 syria 2 Petrie, iii. 28. 
3 Pas 2 ae 5. Cf. Wilcken, Archiv, vi. (1920), p. 451. 
4 Tebtunis, i. 5. 

Ti 
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according to Egyptian law; if they are in Greek, the case 
is to go before the chrematistai. Where both parties are 
Egyptian, the case is to go before the laokritai. Such cases 
the chrematistai are not to draw into their sphere—an indica- 
tion that there had actually been a tendency for the Greek 
judges to encroach upon the sphere of the native judges. 
Sir Flinders Petrie points out that in Pharaonic Egypt a 
defendant had a choice as to the code by which he was to be 
tried (Social Life in Ancient Egypt, p. 90). 

An exceptional phenomenon in the Fayim under Ptolemy. 
III. is a board of dikastai who try cases mainly between soldiers 
—one is the case of a Jew belonging to the epigoné against a 
Jewess who has as her kyrvios an Athenian. Bouché-Leclercq 
supposes that this was a “ special commission vaguely analo- 
gous to a conseil de guerre judging without appeal,” appointed 
to dispose of an accumulation of disputes between soldiers in 
this region which had got into arrears. It suggests, at any 
rate, that the Ptolemaic system of justice may have had all 
kinds of temporary and local varieties of which we know 
nothing. 

Commonly, as we have seen, those desiring justice appeal 
to some one in official position, whose functions were not 
primarily or principally judicial, and, if the verdict is adverse, 
they can try to get it upset by appealing to a yet higher au- 
thority. Thotortzeus in the Thebaid (190 B.c.) appeals first 
to the otkonomos, then, when decision is given against him, 
to the strategos, who refers the matter to the epzstates1 A 
kleruch of the cavalry (about 86 B.c.) appeals to his superior 
officer, the hipparch, who has apparently authority to summon 
the defendants before him.2 A “ royal cultivator” appeals 
to. the komogrammateus of his village? A man who has been 
insulted and beaten appeals to the otkonomos (245 B.c.).4 
See some admirable remarks of Jouget’s on the undefined 
powers which officials as such would have in a country like 
Egypt (Revue Belge de Philol. et d’ Histoire (1923), pp. 433 ff.). | 

A significant law of Ptolemy II. (259-258 B.c.) ordained 
that in cases where the Treasury was concerned, those brought 
before a court on the charge of having acted in some way 
prejudicial to the king’s revenues, might not be defended 
by advocates. Any advocate pleading against the king’s 
interests was liable to have all his possessions confiscated.® 

Grenfell (i), 11. * Tebtunis, i. 54. 3 Tebtunis, i. 50. 

4 Petrie, ii. 18 (1). 5 Amherst, ii. 33. 
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Where the wrong complained of is oppression or injustice 
perpetrated by an official abusing his powers, the appeal may 
naturally lie to the official’s superior—to the strategos, for 
instance ; and the superior can judge and punish his subordin- 
ates at his discretion, without the intervention of any judicial 
court. Cases, however, where the collection of king’s revenues 
were involved, stood in a special category. According to a 
law probably to be ascribed to Ptolemy II., they had to be 
tried by the nomarch acting with the strategos Later on 
the rule was that all charges of oppression brought against 
tax-farmers or tax-collectors had to be addressed to the 
supreme diorketes at Alexandria? A rescript of Ptolemy VIII. 
(Soter II.), dated April 11, 114 B.c., specially forbade any 
ordinary judicial authority to try such charges, which must 
be reserved for the diozketes alone.? 

For the enforcement of judicial decisions and the sup- 
pression of violence and crime, there was an elaborate police 
organization. Ptolemaic policemen were called phylakitai. 
We hear of special kinds of policemen. There was the 
chersephippos, the “dry land mounted” policeman, who 
had to patrol the barren land above the reach of the Nile 
water on the borders of the cultivated land ; the erémophylax, 
the “‘ desert guard ” of lower grade; the ephodoi, who were 
attached to the tax-collectors ; the machairophorot (“‘ sword- 
bearers ”),4 rhabdophorot (“ rod-bearers”’), mastigophorot 
(“ whip-bearers ”) attached to the high officials. In the 
higher grades of the police force the Greeks and Macedonians 
seem to have predominated; the ordinary phylakitat were 
recruited mainly from natives.» The police officers were 
usually Greeks, perhaps exclusively in the 3rd century, 
though here, too, there was an advance of the native element 
under the later kings. In every larger village there was an 
archiphylakites, commander of the local force; his superior 
was the commander of the force of the toparchy ; and above 
him again was the epistates, the commander of the force of the 
whole nome. This epistates of the police must not be con- 
founded with the epistates of the nome, concerned as the latter 

Perici?) ; 111.20. 2 Petrie, iii. 36. Se NEDLUTIESs laze 

4 At Memphis the machairophoroi appear organized as an association 


which has Apollo for its cult-deity—Idumezans, probably (as Bouché- 
Leclercq thinks), who worship their native Palestinian god under a 


Greek name (217-216 B.C. ?). aie 
5 Hibeh, i. No. 41, 1. 18. Tebtunis, i. No. 112, ll. 81, 86; No. 


116, i. 57; No. 120, 1.128; No. 121. Lille, i. No. 25, ll. 45, 64. 
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also was with the administration of justice. The phylakitai 
generally were often used by the government for purposes 
which lie outside the duties of the police, as we understand 
them to-day—to collect taxes, to purchase textiles for the state, 
to inspect crops on the gé basiliké. Crimes of violence were 
probably pretty common, and the papyri sometimes show us 
the police getting the worst of it in encounters. Where the 
desert and the papyrus-swamps were so close at hand brigand- 
age was hard to suppress, and probably grew worse as the 
central government became disorganized in the last days of 
the house of Ptolemy. We hear of soldiers who have turned 
brigands, and of the inhabitants of one village raiding the 
sheep of the next village. Curiously enough, we seldom hear 
of ordinary criminals in the country being punished with 
death (in Alexandria, of course, executions were numerous 
in certain reigns ; most of the Ptolemies killed remorselessly) ; 
but the ordinary criminal seems to have been punished by 
the confiscation of his goods. Yet Apollonius, the diozketes, 
declares that if a certain man in the Fayiim is convicted of 
having said what his accusers allege that he said (something 
treasonable, one supposes) he will be “led round and 
hanged.” ! It was punishable with death to make a false 
statement as to one’s name or nationality.2 We never hear 
of anything like crucifixion, so appallingly common in the 
sphere of Roman and Carthaginian rule. Nor was imprison- 
ment ordinarily used in antiquity as a punishment for crime. 
Debtors were imprisoned, and there are many bitter appeals 
in the papyri from debtors (debtors often to the king) who 
declare that they are like to die in confinement. We hear of 
something. very unpleasant called “ forcible persuasion,” 
peithananke, used to induce confession from people suspected 
of defrauding the treasury. Of the details of the police 
procedure “we know almost nothing. One would hardly 
go wrong in believing that it was brutal and summary for 
people of no importance, violent especially where the king’s 
revenues were concerned” (Bouché-Leclercq, who thinks it 
probable that the distinction made in Roman Law between 
honestiores and humiliores was suggested to the Romans by 
what they found in Egypt, where a privileged white race and 
a subject native race were living side by side). 

The phylakitai were remunerated partly by pay (opsonion), 
partly by allotments of land like the military kleruchs. They 

1 Zeno Pap. 33. 2 B.G O.12500hore t: 
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may indeed be regarded as a kind of soldiers. Only the scale 
on which their kleroi were allotted was lower than that 
followed for Graeco-Macedonian soldiers in the army proper, 
though higher than that followed for machimoi. The normal 
Rleros for a private in the police seems to have been 10 aruras ; 
for an ephodos, 25 aruras. A man might be promoted from 
the police to a post in the army proper ; we hear of an ephodos 
(a “ Macedonian”) who becomes a cavalry trooper with a 
kleros of 24 aruras (145 B.c. ?).1 

There seems to have been a special body of river police 
who patrolled the Nile, the main line of communication for 
all Egypt above the Delta, in guard boats (phylakides), but 
we have only one scrap of papyrus of the Ptolemaic period 
referring to them.? 


ili. The Army and Navy ? 


The native military caste, whom the Greeks called machimot, 
still, as we have seen, existed as a distinct body, when Ptolemy 
set up his rule in Egypt. It is still doubtful to what extent 
native Egyptian soldiers were used in the Ptolemaic armies 
before Philopator. On the one hand, Polybius speaks as if 
the arming of Egyptians as combatants by Philopator in 217 
was a momentous innovation ; on the other hand, we have 
the statement of Diodorus that at the battle of Gaza (312), 
the army of Ptolemy included “a large body of Egyptians, 
some employed in the transport service, and others armed and 
serviceable for fighting.” It may be, of course, that Ptolemy 
Soter had at first—or in the special emergency of 312—used 
native troops, but afterwards given up the experiment, so 
that a century later it seemed an absolute departure from 
Ptolemaic tradition when Philopator put ‘native soldiers in 
the field. Or the innovation may have consisted in natives 
being then for the first time given Macedonian armour and 
organized as a regular phalanx, whereas before they had been 
only lightly armed, perhaps in the ineffective old Egyptian 
way, and used for subordinate operations, scouting, etc. 


1 Chrest. 448. * Louvre, 63, col. i. 1. 20. 

’'The principal book on the Ptolemaic forces is Lesquier, Les 
Institutions Militaires de ? Egypte sous les Lagides (Paris, 1911). Paul 
Meyer’s Das Heerwesen der Ptolemder und Rémer in Aegypten (1900) 
is now antiquated in many of its conclusions, though still useful for 


reference. 
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Lesquier’s theory is that native machimoit were employed as 
combatants from Ptolemy I. onwards, and that the innovation 
of Philopator consisted in his now arming Egyptians indis- 
criminately, not machimoi only. ‘ But this theory hardly fits 
in with the account of Polybius. In any case, even in the 
earlier days of the dynasty, machimot were employed as 
policemen, and apparently as marines on board the war-fleet.t 

Of the native troops we have a few sporadic notices in 
documents belonging to the later days of the dynasty. ‘They 
were organized in corps called laarchiai, each under a com- 
mander called a laarchés (The Greek word for “ peoples,”’ 
laoi, was ordinarily used to denote the native population.) The 
machimoi, who are found as military allotment-holders in the 
Faytim under Euergetes II., have native names.? If Lesquier 
is right, the term machimot had come in the last century B.c. 
to change its meaning. Instead of denoting a native military 
caste, it now meant all those soldiers whose allotments were, 
like the allotments of the original machimot, of 30 aruras or 
under—including even Greek machimoi4 'This was one sign 
of that process which, under the later Ptolemies, seemed to 
be going some day to fuse Greeks and natives into one 
Egyptian people—had the process not been checked by 
Rome. 

The armies with which the first Ptolemy fought against 
rival chiefs consisted mainly, as we have seen, of Macedonian 
troops got together from the soldiery which had been far- 
flung, since Alexander, over the Nearer East. A large number 
of these he settled, as military colonists, upon the soil of 
Egypt, and the process of military colonization extended 
further under Ptolemy IJ. and Ptolemy III. Even after 
Raphia, the strength of a Ptolemaic army was still in its 
European troops. 

We must distinguish between the regular and the mercenary 
troops. ‘The regular army, as a whole, was always nominally 
““ Macedonian,” but it came, as a matter of fact, to be com- 
posed of many elements beside the Macedonian. Some of 
it was recruited from among the Greco-Macedonian citizens 
of Alexandria or Ptolemais. The great majority of regular 


tSee p. 67. 

2 Louvre, 63 (re-edited, Petrie, iii. pp. 18 ff.), col. i. 1. 20; 
collsvii. 1 1975 ‘che col; ives 105. selcesquier,. Rev. Pitlol. 
1907, Pp. 297. 

3 Tebtunis, i. pp. 551 ff. * Tebtunis, i. Nos. 120 and 139. 
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_ soldiers, other than those of Macedonian blood, were Greeks 
or men of the Balkan hill-country. The Thracians were 
seemingly the largest element after the Macedonians,! and, 
amongst the Greeks, the Cretans. There was a small pro- 
portion of Asiatics, including Jews.? 

The cavalry had rank above the infantry, as may be seen 
by the fact that cavalry soldiers had larger allotments of land. 
A cavalry corps (hipparchia) is sometimes described by a 
number—the Second, Third, Fourth, etc—sometimes by a 
special nationality—‘“‘the hipparchy of the Mysians,” “ the 
hipparchy of the Thracians,” and so on. The numbered 
hipparchies stood highest; the racial hipparchies furnished, 
Lesquier supposed, only lighter cavalry. As early as the 
beginning of the reign of Philopator the hipparchies with 
racial names had come to include soldiers of all races indis- 
criminately,? but they may have retained the armour and 
manner of fighting characteristic of the race from which 
they had orginally been recruited. 

The regular infantry (pezoz, “ foot-soldiers”’), armed in the 
Macedonian way with the long pike (sarissa), constituted the 
heavy phalanx in a Ptolemaic line of battle. (At Raphia the 
phalanx numbers 20,000 men.) It was organized in chiliarchies, 
denoted by numbers. The Greek word for “ officer” 
(hégemon) came to be specially used of infantry officers in 
contrast with cavalry commanders, hipparchot. One of the 
problems of papyrology is what the words ep’ andrén (“ over 
men ”’), which sometimes follow the title hipparch or hegemon, 
mean. The prevalent opinion to-day is that it means “ on 
active service. . * 

The generals who held the supreme commands in the 
Ptolemaic army were often soldiers of fortune from the 
Greek lands overseas—not condottieri exactly in this case, 
because they commanded the king’s troops, not bands they 
had levied themselves and brought with them. In 218 the 
men who take the chief part in reorganizing the Ptolemaic 
army are Greeks from the old Greek lands—a Magnesian, 
a Beotian, an Achzan, an Argive, a Thessalian, two Cretans ; 


1'Thracian names, Archiv, vi. 385. 
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and in the next reign we find as chief of the army the Aitolian 
Scopas, who had taken a leading part in his own country 
before he came to Egypt. 

Beside their regular army, formed of men settled in Egypt 
(Macedonians, Greeks, etc.), and of native troops, the Ptole- 
mies used mercenary soldiers on a large scale. The mer- 
cenaries consisted of troops recruited by some condottiere 
at one of the soldier-markets of the Greek world—Tenarum 
in the Peloponnesus, or Aspendus in Asia Minor—as a 
speculation on his own account ; having formed his band, he 
would take service with it under any king or city who might 
offer him the most profitable terms. The wealth of the house 
of Ptolemy made it possible to hire soldiers of this kind from 
oversea in large numbers. For certain kinds of troops, expert 
in the use of a particular arm, required generally in the 
warfare of those days, the Ptolemies had regularly to resort to 
mercenary corps, recruited, in the first instance at any rate, 
from the peoples after which they were called—Cretan 
bowmen, Thracians with their large shields and straight 
double-edged swords (rhomphaiat), Gauls, tall fair-haired 
men of the North, with lorig narrow shields and swords of 
_ an extraordinary length, dreaded more than any other people 
as fighters, but liable to be a danger to their employer no 
less than to his enemies. At Raphia, Ptolemy IV. has 10,000 
mercenaries (horse and foot), of whom 3000 are Cretans 
and 6000 'Thracians and Gauls. Mercenary soldiers in these 
days might often be retained by the king who hired them for 
periods of years. Of the 6000 mercenary foot-soldiers who 
fought for Ptolemy at Raphia, no less than 4000 had plots 
of land assigned them in Egypt, like soldiers of the regular 
army. 
Certain regiments of picked men constituted the Royal 
Guard, and were stationed regularly near the king’s person 
—usually, that is, at Alexandria. The Guard seems to have 
consisted both of cavalry—the Horse Guards (oi wept tiv 
avAny iets), 700 at Raphia—and of infantry, both regulars 
(“ Macedonians”) and mercenaries. ‘The term agéma, used 
in Alexander’s army for a picked corps comprising both 
cavalry and infantry, seems in the Ptolemaic kingdom to have 
been applied to the regular infantry of the Guard alone. 
At Raphia its numbers are given as 3000 men. We hear, 
later on, of a special corps of native Egyptian soldiers amongst 
the king’s household troops (the éiAexroe [aXwor Tepl THV 
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avAnv). ‘They were armed, doubtless, like the native phalanx 
at Raphia, in the Macedonian, not in the old Egyptian, 
manner. But it seems likely, as Lesquier thinks, that 
the native guards did not exist till after Ptolemy IV. The 
soldiers who thronged the streets of Alexandria in the days of 
the first three Ptolemies? would have been all Greeks and 
Macedonians. 

Poets contemporary with Ptolemy II. make us see how the 
prospects of military service under the rich Greek king of 
Egypt drew young men of adventurous temper from all over 
the Greek world. Here is an imaginary conversation between 
two of them in Cos. One has been crossed in love, and says 
he will go and serve as a soldier overseas. And the other : 
“Would that things had gone to your mind, A®schines ! 
But if, in good earnest, you are thus set on going into exile, 
Ptolemy is the free man’s best paymaster!” “ And in other 
respects what kind of man?” “ The free man’s best pay- 
master! Indulgent, too, the Muses’ darling, a true lover, 
the top of good company, knows his friends, and still better 
knows his enemies. A great giver to many, refuses nothing 
that he is asked which to give may beseem a king; but, 
/Eschines, we must not be always asking. Thus if you are 
minded to pin up the top corner of your cloak over the 
right shoulder, and if you have the heart to stand steady on 
both feet, and bide the brunt of a hardy targeteer, off instantly 
to Egypt !’?® 

Here again is some one talking to a young wife whose 
husband has gone to Alexandria: “ From the day that 
Mandris left for Egypt it is ten months now, and he has not 
written you a line. He has forgotten you, you may be bound, 
and drunk of another spring of joy! Egypt! There, think, 
is the temple of the Goddess [Arsinoe]. Everything that is, 
or can be anywhere, is in Egypt—riches, gymnasiums, power, 
comfort, glory, shows, philosophers, gold, young men, the 
precinct of the Brother-and-Sister Gods, the king, a liberal 
man, the Museum, wine, all good things heart can possibly 
desire—women, too, more in number than the stars, and 
as beautiful as the goddesses who went to Paris for 
judgment.” 4 


1 Bull. iv. (1902), p. 94 ; cf. Strack, Archiv, tty INTOS Ye 
2 avr Kpnioes, TavTH Xawvdnpopor dvOpes (Theoe. 4). 
* Theocritus, Idyll xiv. (Andrew Lang’s translation). 
4 Herodas, i. 23 ff. 


Tone PTOLEMAIC EGYPT 


We have seen how Ptolemy I. created an artificial Macedonia 
in Egypt by settling Macedonian and Greek soldiers upon 
the land. Possibly this system of allotment - holders 
(klériichot) was not fully developed till the reign of Ptolemy 
III., after whose reign our data in papyri become more plenti- 
ful. Their name suggests that the klériichoi established by 
the Athenian state on territories belonging to Athens overseas 
may have served to some extent as a model, yet the position 
of the Greek kleruchs in Egypt was more like that of the 
machimoi of Pharaonic times. At Raphia the regular troops 
(Greeco-Macedonian) were 28,700 strong. lLesquier calcu- 
lates that, according to the scale of allotment which we find 
followed, this—supposing all the soldiers of the regular 
army to have been kleruchs—would suppose that some two 
million aruras of the soil of Egypt had been made over in 
the 3rd century to these foreign military settlers. Herodotus 
says that in the 5th century the machimoi numbered 410,000, 
the allotment to each man being of 12 aruras. ‘This would 
make a total of 4,920,000 aruras for the land then occupied 
by the machimot. Since nothing like this amount of land can 
have been occupied by the reduced machimoi, when Greek 
rule was set up in Egypt, the amount supposed for the Greeco- 
Macedonian kleruchs does not seem excessive. ‘I'he numbers 
of the native machimot themselves in Ptolemaic Egypt was 
probably below the figure given for 5th-century Egypt by 
Herodotus ; but, besides, the normal holding of a machimos 
infantry private was now only 5, instead of 12, aruras. Some 
proportion of the new Grzeco-Macedonian kleruchs may have 
been settled on lands which had been assigned to machimoi 
in former days, but they were no doubt in large part settled 
on land newly won by irrigation from the desert, especially 
in the Fayiim. Sometimes, as when Ptolemy III. brought 
great numbers of captive soldiers from his campaigns in Asia, 
there must have been an allotment en masse in Egypt to new 
kleruchs ; at other times the process of allotting bits of 
“Royal Land ” here and there to this or the other soldier, or 
group of soldiers, went on as a regular part of everyday 
administration. 

The plot of land (the kléros) was assigned to the soldier for 
his lifetime, unless, for any failure of duty on his part, the 
king was pleased to confiscate it, that is, reabsorb it into 
the “ Royal Land.” One of the kleruch’s chief duties was to 
maintain the plot in a proper state of cultivation. The plot 
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was not the kleruch’s to bequeath ; at his death it fell again 
to the king, to be retained as “ Royal Land,” or allotted 
afresh. Beside the plot of cultivatable land the soldier was 
given his lodging (stathmos). In Egypt, cultivatable land is, 
as a rule, too precious to be built upon. Houses are built 
on higher land not reached by the inundation. Some house- 
holder in the neighbourhood of the kleros—in the village 
close by—was compelled to put half his house at the disposal 
of the kleruch. Naturally the system of quartering the 
Grzco-Macedonian soldiers in this way upon the population 
led to continual friction and trouble. Sometimes apparently 
a kleruch who already had a stathmos would try to get another 
one in another house. That was specially forbidden by a law 
of Ptolemy II.t A kleruch was also forbidden by the same 
law to “draw money” from his stathmos, which probably 
means to let it. On the other hand, he was—certainly from 
the reign of Ptolemy III. and perhaps from the beginning— 
allowed to let the kleros ; it was to the interest of the state, 
that when a kleruch was called up for active service, there 
should be some one to go on cultivating his plot. 

The State had a double object: (1) to have a soldier, 
upon whom it could lay its hand whenever there was need for 
his military services; (2) to have this bit of Egyptian soil 
properly cultivated. It was important that when the kleruch 
died, a younger soldier should be ready to take his place. 
The most natural person to take his place was his son, if he 
had one. When, at the kleruch’s death, the plot returned to 
the king, to be allotted again, the king would, in ordinary 
circumstances, allot it to the late kleruch’s able-bodied son, 
if he had one. In this way, although the plot never became 
hereditary in strict law, it tended to become hereditary 
in practice—provided always that the dead kleruch left a 
son who could be of real use to the king as a soldier. At some 
date between the ninth year of Euergetes I. and the fifth 
year of Philopator, the practice changed. At the death of a 
kleruch, if he left a son, the son was allowed to enter upon 
possession of the plot immediately, but, till he had had himself 
registered according to law, as the new kleruch, he was not 
allowed to appropriate the produce of the kleros ; that went, 
during the interval, to the king. Plots, whose produce was 
“retained ” in this way by the king, were described as 
katochimoi kléroi (from katechein, “to retain”). A third 

1 Petrie, iii. 20, col. i. 
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change occurred, probably in the 1st century B.c. Inherit- 
ance was now not confined to the kleruch’s issue ; it was 
extended to his next of kin.t 

The question what is meant by the terms epigonos (“ after- 
born ”) and the epigoné is another stock problem of papyrology. 
It seems now to have been definitely established that the 
plural epigonoi is not synonymous with “ the epigone.” ‘The 
epigonoi were definitely organized in corps of a military char- 
acter under the command of the army authorities. Lesquier’s 
suggestion seems to be generally accepted—that it was 
normally obligatory for the sons of a kleruch to serve for a 
period of years in one of these corps. It was to the king’s 
interest that when a kleruch died, the son who took his place 
should have had military training, and the government might 
select out of the number of his sons (if he had more than 
one), not necessarily the eldest, but the son who, after training 
in the epigonot, seemed the most efficient. One papyrus 
of the time of Ptolemy II. shows us men already occupying 
allotments of 20 aruras, whilst they are still epzgonoi2 On 
the other hand, the people described as “‘ of the epigone ” 
do not appear to be attached to any military corps. Lesquier 
supposed that those who had served their time as epigonoi 
were afterwards described as “ of the epigone.” ‘'The idea, 
held at one time, that the son of a kleruch who might expect 
to succeed to his kleros was described as “ of the epigone ” 
till he had become a kleruch himself, is disproved by a papy- 
rus ® in which some one “ of the epzgone”’ has already been 
allotted a kleros. It has now been made probable by Griffith 4 
that the essential point in the term epigone was the contrast 
of non-Egyptian with native. The term “ of the epigone” 
is translated in Egyptian “ born in Egypt amongst the de- 
scendants of stratiotai,”’ i.e. the children and descendants of 
soldiers, settled in Egypt, not of Egyptian race—Greeks, 
Persians, Thracians, etc. When a man who had been “ of 
the epigone”’ entered the army, he became himself a soldier, 
and ceased to be “‘ of the epigone.” 

As time went on, the kleruchs came to feel that the plot 
they cultivated and the stathmos they lived in were really 
theirs. As early as the reign of Ptolemy III. we have wills 


' See article, ‘‘ Katoikoi,’’ by Oertel, in Pauly-Wissowa. 

2 Lille, i. No. 39 ; cf. Archiv, vii. p. 207. 

° Berlin Papyrus, No. 11773; cf. Wilcken in Archiv, vi. pp. 367 ff. 
4 Rylands, iii. p. 150. 
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of kleruchs in which the stathmos is bequeathed to their wives. 
Whether they had any legal right to bequeath what they held 
from the king is doubtful. But, by the end of the 2nd 
century, the kleruchs have acquired a limited right of testa- 
tion. If any of them die intestate, their allotments are to go 
to their next of kin,” says a law of Ptolemy VII. (118 B.c.)4 
But no doubt the kleruch’s choice of an heir was limited to 
some one who could take his place as a soldier; he might 
not, for instance, leave his kleros to a woman. 

The size of the kleros corresponded to the rank of the 
kleruch. The kleroi of officers were something above 100 
aruras; we hear of one (a hipparch ?) whose kleros was of 
1306 aruras. In the 3rd century the normal kleros of a trooper 
in a numbered hipparchy was 100 aruras; of a trooper in a 
racial hipparchy, 70; of a private in the regular infantry, 30; 
of a native Egyptian machimos, 5. We do not know the size 
of the klerot in the case of soldiers of the Royal Guard. A 
man’s rank might be described by the size of his holding— 
a “hundred-arura-man” (hekatontariiros), a “ thirty-arura- 
man” (triakontariros),etc. Inthe 2nd century there isa much 
greater variety in the size of kleroi. ‘Troopers in the cavalry 
are now “ hundred-arura-men ”’ or “ eighty-arura-men ” (no 
more any “‘ seventy-arura-men”’). ‘There are native troopers 
(machimot hippeis) who are “ twenty-arura-men,” and the 
kleros of native infantry-men has in some cases gone up from 
5 to 7 aruras. But the apparent increase in the size of Rlerot 
may be delusive. The terms “ hundred-arura-man,” etc., 
had come to denote a certain rank, and they went on being 
given to soldiers of that rank even when the real size of their 
allotments was something quite different. Under Ptolemy 
VI. none of the “ hundred-arura-men” in the: village of 
Kerkeosiris (in the Fayfim) have more than 50 aruras, none 
of the “ eighty-arura-men ” more than 40. But we find some 
machimoi now who are “ thirty-arura-men,” and that, whatever 
the actual size of their plots may have been, means a step 
towards assimilation, in rank, of native soldiers to Greco- 
Macedonian soldiers—one indication amongst others of the 
rise of the native Egyptian element in power and importance 
towards the end of the Ptolemaic dynasty. 

From the end of the 3rd century there is a change of 
terminology which has to be explained. ‘The term katotkot 


1Lesquier, p. 224; cf. p. 232 from a Berlin papyrus not yet 
edited. 
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(“settlers”) comes into use, instead of klériichot, to describe 
Greeco-Macedonian military allotment-holders. Probably 
this word connoted generally, in the Greek of the time, the 
settlement in some place of people not natives, and it was 
now used in Egypt of the Graco-Macedonian allotment- 
holders, after the term ‘“‘ kleruchs ” had come to include a 
large number of native Egyptians, who had been granted 
klerot, either as soldiers or as policemen. Yet the use of the 
term ‘“‘ kleruchs ” for Graeco-Macedonian allotment-holders 
went on to some extent, side by side with the term katorkoz, 
as late as the end of the 2nd century. 

Mercenary soldiers, employed by the king, received pay 
(opsdnion), paid in kind—corn, forage, etc. So also did young 
men during their service as epigonoi. But for kleruchs, the 
allotment and the stathmos were in lieu of pay—except, 
perhaps, when they were called up for active service.” Their 
armour was furnished to all soldiers, regular and mercenary, 
out of the royal armouries ; their horses to the cavalry-men 
from the royal studs (hippotropheia). But, in the case of 
kleruchs, both armour and horses, once given, seem to have 
become the property of the holder; kleruchs are found 
bequeathing their armour and their horses in their wills. 

Beside their land army, the Ptolemies maintained a war- 
navy; under Ptolemy II. and Ptolemy III., when Egypt was 
generally the predominant sea-power in the Levant, this 
must have been very considerable. According to Callixenus ® 
the warships under Ptolemy II. numbered 336. But we know 
next to nothing about its organization. ‘The Chief Admiral 
had the title of mauarchos, but the same title was probably 
also borne by the commanders of divisions of the fleet.4 
In the 2nd century the Governor (strategos) of Cyprus com- 
bines the office of nauarchos with his governorship. One 
papyrus of 159 B.c. shows us men of the Greek islands serving 
as marines.° ‘The rowers and crews were recruited from 


1 Tebtunis, No. 124 (about 118 B.c.); Pap. Reinach, 21. 3 f. (end 
of 2nd century). 

2 Wilcken, on the basis of B.G.U., 1226-1230, conjectures that 
when kleruchs were absent on active service, their plots were culti- 
vated by Royal Cultivators, as if they formed part of the gé basiliké 
(Archiv, vil. p. 291; cf. also p. 297). 

’ Athenzeus, v. 203d.° See the discussion in Tarn, Antigonos 
Gonatas, pp. 454 ff. 

“If vavapxiac is the right reading in Diod. xix. 85. 4. 

5 Klio, xv. 376 ff. 


THE SYSTEM OF GOVERNMENT 175 


native fellahin, “ Royal Cultivators,” and the like. Probably 
the privilege conceded to the priests when they were relieved 
(according to the Rosetta Stone) from the ovAdyws Tov eis 
Tv vavretav, Was that fellahin working on the temple 
lands should not be pressed for service in the fleet. Native 
Egyptians, as has been said, also probably served as marines 
on board the war-vessels, but Egyptians of the class of 
machimot ; these native marines may be meant by a term 
found in a papyrus of the reign of Ptolemy VI.,! naukléro- 
machimot; they would be “ five-arura-men.” A tax for the 
support of the navy called triérarchéma is mentioned 2 

One arm used in the Hellenistic armies after Alexander 
was the Elephant Corps—an arm first known to the Greeks 
when Alexander invaded India. Seleucus, at the end of the 
4th century, brought by land back from the East a large 
supply of Indian elephants, which were stabled at Apamea 
in the Orontes valley. To have brought elephants from 
India by sea would have been an impossible undertaking 
even for kings so rich as the Ptolemies. But, as a substitute, 
Ptolemy II. made it a regular business of his government to 
organize the capture of African elephants in the regions of 
the South—the lands of the “ Cave-dwellers,” Trogodytai, 
as the Greeks called the primitive black tribes of that part of 
the world. Expeditions (Satyrus and Eumedes are mentioned 
as two of the commanders under Ptolemy II.) were sent out to 
the farther coasts of the Red Sea or to Somaliland, and the 
captured elephants were put on board specially constructed 
boats called elephantégoi (“ elephant-carriers ’’), and brought 
by sea to Berenice, ‘‘ Berenice of the Trogodytes ” (in the 
bay south of Ras Benas), whence they were driven across the 
desert hills to Coptos, or Ombi. Here they were taken over 
by an official called “ the superintendent of the supply of 
elephants ” (6 émi tH xopyyia Tov éXepavtwv).® ‘There was a 
temporary elephant depot in the Thebaid: the chief stable 
was at Memphis.4 The Adulis inscription mentions the 
procuring of elephants from the South amongst the great 
deeds of Ptolemy III., and Agatharchides says that he showed 
special interest in this direction. Permanent military stations 
appear along the Red Sea coast—Ptolemais Théron (S08. 
the Elephants ””), fortified by Eumedes, near Suakin; Bere- 
nice Panchrysos, ‘“‘ All-golden ” (Massowah) ; Arsinoe, near the 

1 Louvre, 63, 1. 22. 2 Plaumann, P. Gradenwitz, p. 44. 

° Hibeh, 110. 4 Petrie, ii. No. 20. 
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Straits of Bab-el-Mandeb; Berenice epi Dires, just outside 
the Straits—and, further, along the Somaliland coast, points 
called after commanders who directed the elephant-hunting 
in the interior, and often left memorials of themselves in the 
shape of steles and altars—‘‘ Pythangelus’ Chase,” “‘ Lichas’ 
Chase,” Cape of Pitholaus, Leon’s Watchtower, Pythangelus’ 
Haven. The soldiers detached for the elephant-hunting were 
called kynégoi, ‘“‘ Huntsmen,”’ and we hear of the quarter- 
master of one such corps with the title “ grammateus of the 
Huntsmen.” The document (223 B.c.) which gives it to us 
is an order to the Royal Banker at Apollinopolis (Edfu) to 
hand over to the grammateus the pay of the men who are going 
with Pitholaus to the Somaliland coast—4 silver obols a 
day, apparently quite good pay. Another document in this 
connexion is a letter (in Greek) from some Egyptians in 
Berenice to some fellow-countrymen in a station away to the 
south (224 B.c.). We learn from this that an elephant-carrier, 
having discharged its animal freight, normally returned laden 
with corn from Egypt for the maintenance of the garrisons in 
the outlying coast stations. In this case the elephant-carrier 
has sunk on its return journey, and the letter is written to 
keep up the spirits of the men in the southern station by 
assuring them that a new elephant-carrier has almost reached 
completion in Berenice and will be dispatched shortly with a 
fresh supply of corn.t 

The African elephant is zoologically quite a different animal 
from the Indian, and recent attempts to train the African 
elephant, as the Indian is trained, have not led to great success. 
It accords with this that the experiment of the Ptolemies to 
use African elephants in war against the Indian elephants of 
the rival dynasty proved a failure. The African elephants 
would not stand against the Indian elephants in battle. 
After the battle of Raphia the elephant-hunting was not 
immediately given up, but it seems to have been gradually 
abandoned in the later days of the house of Ptolemy. The 
ancient authors note the inferiority of the African elephant 
to the Indian, but they wrongly state that it is inferior in size. 
This is not true. The normal height at the shoulder of the 
full-grown Indian male elephant is from 8 to 10 feet, whereas 
the African full-grown male often reaches 12 feet. It may be 
that the African elephants which ran away from the Indian 


' See Rostovtzeff in Archiv, iv. pp. 301 ff.; Oertel, Die Liturgie, 
p. 24; Chrest., Nos. 451, 452. 
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elephants at Raphia were not full grown; that would account 
both for the idea getting abroad that the African elephant was 
a smaller animal, and for their timidity. One may conjecture 
that the difficulties of transport by sea made it preferable to 
bring immature animals. Yet in 217 there must have been 
numbers of African elephants in the royal stables which, even 
if immature when originally brought, had grown up to their 
full size in the interval. 


iv. The King and the Native Religion 


In very early times those who served the Egyptian gods 
as priests do not seem to have been separated as a distinct 
order from the mass of the people. But many centuries 
before the Greeks came to Egypt such a priestly order had 
come into existence, in which the offices were normally 
filled from those who were children of priests. The priest- 
hood had come to be distinguished by a special dress, and, 
in virtue of the sacred lore which they possessed and of the 
riches which had been acquired by their corporations, to 
play a predominant part in the life of the country. And when 
the Greeks came to rule in Egypt, there these men were to 
be seen everywhere, with their shaven heads and faces and 
their white linen robes, carrying on in the great temples, which 
then still stood in their ancient majesty, strange traditional 
rituals in a language the Greeks could not understand. 
Everywhere alike, the higher priesthood was organized in four 
groups, or, as the Greeks called them, phyla: (“ tribes ”’), or 
ethné (‘‘ nations ’’)—out of which, as we shall see, the Greek 
king was later on to have a new fifth “ tribe ” formed. We do 
not know whether the four (or five) tribes were distinguished 
by any difference of dignity or function, but apparently 
priestly duties at the temples were assigned to each tribe for 
a month in rotation, so that the division had its practical use. 
Quite different from the division into tribes was the division 
of the priesthood into grades according to function. ‘The 
highest grade was that of high priests, the next was described 
by the Greeks as that of ‘‘ prophets,” though why the Greeks 
gave Egyptian priests of the second grade this name nobody 
knows, since they had nothing specially to do with the de- 

1 It was not a caste in the strict sense, since occasionally outsiders, 


and even Greeks, might be admitted into the order, and the children 
of priests did not necessarily follow the priestly vocation, 
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liverance of oracles, and their title in Egyptian means simply 
‘ministers of the god.” The third grade was (still to use 
the Greek terminology) that of “ robers ”’ (stolistai), whose 
duties centred round the dressing and undressing and paint- 


Fic. 27.—Service in front of an Egyptian ‘Temple 


From the Greek wall-painting from Pompeii in the 
Museo Nazionale, Naples 


ing of the idols. ‘Then came, fourth, the “ sacred scribes ”’ 
(hierogrammateis), part of whose business it would be to 
supervise the putting up of new hieroglyphic inscriptions. 
The “\feather-wearers ” (pterophorot), spoken of as a grade of 
priests \in the Greek version of the Canopus and Rosetta 
decrees, \is shown by Otto to be probably a sub-class of the 
“sacred scribes,” one of whose insignia was a feather worn 
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upon the head. Then came a miscellaneous number of 
priests who, although not belonging to any of the four highest 
grades, had the title, in Egyptian, of wé-‘eb, which marked 
them as belonging to the higher priesthood, and who were 
consequently members of one or other of the four (later, 
five) sacred tribes. 

Below the four tribes came the multitude of those who 
might be called “ priests” (Aiereis), in so far as their work 
was subsidiary to the offices of religion, but who were not 
hiereis, if that word was used to translate wé-‘eb—ministers 
like the Levites in the Jerusalem temple—those who swept 
out the temples, those who carried the little chapels of the 
idols in the processions (pastophorot), those who performed the 
work of mummifying the bodies of men and sacred animals 
(taricheutat), those who poured libations for the dead 
(choachytat). ‘There were also numbers of priestesses or 
women attached for some purpose to the temples—like 
the famous Twins at the Memphis Serapeum, whose 
duty it was to wail for the dead Apis and to pour libations to 
Imhotep. 

The Greeks found this organized body of men, a sacred 
corporation, a great ecclesiastical interest, established all over 
the land of Egypt in ancient prestige and power. How far 
it was subject to any central ecclesiastical authority is hard to 
say. Egyptian religion was far from being a unity, the theo- 
logy and practices of one nome differing sensibly from those 
of another. We never hear of any president or head of the 
Egyptian priesthood as a whole, though at each of the larger 
temples a ‘“ High Priest,” holding normally office for a year 
and elected probably by the priests themselves,' presided over 
the whole body of priests and ministers attached to it, and 
we find sometimes a group of smaller temples under a single 
ruler of the grade of “ Prophet.” 2 In the management of 
the temple the high priest was assisted by a council of priests 
(boulautai hiereis) chosen annually—five from each of the 


1 This is questioned by Rostovtzeff, but see Oertel, Liturgie, p. 407. 

2'The temples of Phila, Elephantine, and Abaton, second half of 
and century B.c. (O.G.I., No. 111). Perhaps the fact that the annual 
revenue of the High Priest of Memphis under Ptolemy Auletes was 
drawn from the temples over the whole of Egypt (see p. 348) indicates 
that he had in some sense the position of a head of the Egyptian 
Church. But we do not know how far the position of Pshereni-ptah 
was due to a special ordinance of the king’s, how far part of the 


established ecclesiastical system. 
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priestly tribes, and numbering therefore 20, or, when the 
tribes were increased to five, 25. Sometimes the priests from 
all over Egypt sent representatives to a general synod, which 
might make regulations binding upon the temples of Egypt 
as a whole. In the time of Ptolemy III. we find such a 
pan-Egyptian synod meeting at Canopus. Later on, synods 
meet at Memphis. 

It seems to me doubtful whether Otto is right in connecting 
the “ yearly descent to Alexandria,” from which Ptolemy V. 
“relieved”? the priesthood, with the synods. Wilcken 
doubts even whether the synods were spontaneous and 
regular assemblies of the Egyptian priesthood, and not 
rather summoned by the king on special occasions in order 
to extort an expression of loyalty. 

The temples were not only places for the practice of re- 
ligion. They were occupiers of land on a large scale and 
industrial concerns. The ‘“‘ Sacred Land” (hiera gé) was, 
as we have seen, one of the main categories of land in Ptole- 
maic Egypt, though it can hardly have extended to a third 
of the whole cultivated area, as Diodorus says it did, re- 
ferring, probably, to Pharaonic days. ‘The greater part of 
the “ Sacred Land ” was turned to account agriculturally— 
cornfields, vineyards, vegetable-gardens, palm-groves; some 
of it was occupied by towns or villages, and furnished the 
temples with an income from house property. Further, it 
included the actual precincts of the temples, and we have to 
think of these as places of busy merchandise, where vendors 
of food and clothes and household stuff had their stalls, 
and, no doubt, paid dues to the god for their business. 
Brothels (aphrodisia) seem also to have been part of the sacred 
establishment and swelled the revenue of the god.!_ In the 
great industrial development which followed the taking over 
of Egypt by Greeks the temples had a prominent share. 
The chief industry carried on by the temples was the manu- 
facture of linen, already alluded to. Perhaps none of the linen 
manufactured was for sale, but (except for the quantity which 
had to be delivered to the king) for the use of the temples 
and their personnel. The same thing may have been true 
of other temple-industries—mills, bakeries, breweries (im- 


''They were perhaps staffed with female slaves belonging to the 
temple (/zerodilot). In India to-day, sacred prostitutes attached to 
temples (devadasis), often little girls assigned to the god from child- 
hood, are a common institution of Hinduism. 
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portant in Egypt where beer was the national drink), stone- 
cutting, brickmaking. Even, however, if the temples did 
not sell the products of their industry to the general public, 
it was a great economic advantage to them not to have to buy 
the articles in question at the prevailing prices} The dis- 
tribution of corn-rations to the personnel of the temple was 
in the hands of the temple stewards (called by the Greeks 
otkonomot) whose office at the Memphian Serapeum appears 
to be annual.” 

Confronted with this ancient religious system in the land 
which he took over to govern for his own profit, the alien 
ruler was moved by a double desire. _ He desired, in the first 
place, to enlist its influence on his side, to prevent it becoming 
a prompter of nationalist revolt, to use it, in fact, to damp 
down such flames of nationalism as might only too easily 
break out in a people which still cherished the memories of 
its former greatness ; he desired, in the second place, to hold 
it as firmly as possible under his own control. Between 
these two desires he would sway according to the circum- 
stances of the moment. 

On the one hand, Ptolemy’s hand was tight upon the 
Egyptian priesthood. They were subject, like every other 
class in Egypt, to close supervision and control by royal 
officials. Attached to the high priest of each temple was the 
overseer (epistates) of the temple put in by the king.? Although 
the agricultural produce of the ‘‘ Sacred Land,” over and 
above what was retained by the cultivators, went presumably, 
for the most part, to the temples, the management of the 
Sacred Land is proved from about 170 B.c. to have been 
in the hands of the State, and had very possibly been so from 
the first years of the dynasty. It was leased out, just like 
the ‘Royal Land, to small cultivators, and the produce was 
delivered, not directly to the temples, but to the royal 
thesauroi4 A small amount of land described as gé anhtero- 


1 The temples were allowed, during two months of the year, to manu- 
facture sesame oil for their own needs, but strictly forbidden to sell it. 

2 Wilcken, U. d. Pt. i. p. 280. } 

8 Wilcken, Grundz. i. p. 111. Sometimes apparently both the 
office of High Priest and epistates were combined in one person. 
Oertel, Liturgie, p. 44, questions whether the epzstates was appointed 

he king. . 
Py, What fepeeied to it after it had reached the thesaurus is, accord- 
ing to Rostovtzeff, “a question of the first importance, and, according 


to Wilcken, a question still obscure. 
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mené, “ consecrated land,” was, at any rate, after 118 B.C., 
immune from taxation and administered by the priests them- 
selves. ‘The king drew in a certain amount from the priest- 
hood in the way of taxation, though here they were less 
burdened than the mass of the native population. Priests— 
or possibly, as in Roman times, a definite number of priests 
fixed by the government for each temple—were immune, 
as we have seen, from the poll-tax. ‘The temples had to pay 
the king a land-tax in kind on the “ Sacred Land,” and, 
although this is remitted in the Rosetta Inscription (196 B.c.), 
it is doubtful whether the remission was more than temporary. 
The amount of the tax is given as an artabe for every arura 
of cornland and a keramion of wine for every arura of vine- 
yard. This was lighter than the ordinary land-taxes.1 
They had also, as we have seen, to deliver the king annually 
a tale of fine-linen cloth. Every priest of the four tribes 
when “‘ initiated ” into the priestly office had to pay the king 
an “‘ initiation-tax ”’ (telesttkon). We also hear of a tax called 
epistatikon hieredn, which seems to have been paid by bodies 
of priests connected with different temples for the privilege 
of choosing their epistates. 

Besides what the priests had to pay the alien king in money 
or in kind, it was required of them to give continual expressions 
of loyalty. Every year (till Ptolemy V. dispensed them) 
they had to send deputations to Alexandria to do homage. 
In each temple the king was given the status of an associated 
god (synnaos theos) with the Egyptian deities to whom the 
temple was consecrated. The priests had to engrave on 
the temple walls representations of their Macedonian kings 
and queens in the garb and posture of Egyptian Pharaohs, 
as actual gods, and accompany them with hieroglyphic 
inscriptions, in which the consecrated titles belonging to the 
old native kings were heaped upon them, and their piety and 
benevolence were declared in stone for eternity. Thus the - 
figure which stands for a Ptolemy upon an Egyptian temple 
is simply the conventional type of a Pharaoh drawn according 
to the priestly tradition of sacred art; there is no attempt at 
portraiture, and we can make no guess from such monuments 
regarding what a Ptolemy or a Cleopatra looked like, or 
the way they dressed, in real life. 

Whilst the Ptolemies subjected the native priesthood to 
such control and such burdens, they were ready on the other 

4 Wilcken, Ostr. i, pp. 147 ff:, 194 ff, 
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side to bestow much upon them. It was part of their policy 
to show honour to the gods of the land. On the very moment 
of his first coming to Egypt as satrap, Ptolemy Soter lent 50 
talents towards the funeral expenses of an Apis bull }— 
a loan, the repayment of which, as Bouché-Leclercq says, 
he “no doubt had the good taste not to ask for”; and that the 
Ptolemaic court regularly made provision for the cult of the 
sacred animals may be gathered from what is said in inscrip- 
tions of Ptolemy II. (Pithom stele), Ptolemy III. (Canopus 
Decree), and Ptolemy V. (Rosetta Stone). Whether, beside 
offerings made by the king to the gods of Egypt on special 
occasions, there were fixed contributions made by the king 
to the services in the great temples, we are not told, but the 
language of the Canopus and Rosetta decrees, and even more 
that of the Pithom stele,? seems to imply it. 

Some of the highest dignitaries in the priesthood were 
ceremonially installed by the king, alien as he was, in person 
—at any rate, in the later days of the dynasty. We have a 
number of inscriptions referring to a great priestly family, 
members of whom filled the office of high priest of Ptah at 
Memphis right through the Ptolemaic epoch. One of them, 
Petubast, has the glory of having been installed, as a boy of 
ten years, by Ptolemy Alexander I. “ King Ptolemy, who is 
called Alexandros, the Mother-loving God, caused him to 
enter into the house of the god. He drank before the king. 
The king gave him the... of gold, the fillet and skin- 
mantle, as Priest of Ptah at the . . . feast. He set the golden 
adornment upon his head, as had been done to his fathers, 
in his tenth year even to his eight-and-twentieth year.” * 

On the Rosetta Stone, where the Greek has simply “ those 
who have been made priests from the first year,” the hiero- 
glyphic version has “ the priests whom the king has instituted 
in the temples from the first year.” 

One is here brought to the question of the apomorra, about 
which there is a well-known division of opinion amongst 
scholars. The facts which one may take as established are 
as follows. When Ptolemy II. came to the throne, the 
Egyptian temples had the right of levying upon the occupiers 
of vineyards, orchards, and kitchen-gardens, a tax, fixed at a 
proportion of the produce (called by the Greeks the apomoira), 
for the service of the Egyptian gods. This right had probably 

1 Diod. i. 84. ZOrtowite sol. 
3 Krall, Sitzungsb., Vienna cv. (1884), pp- 375, 376, 
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come down to them from Pharaonic times. In 264 B.c. 
Ptolemy made a notable change. The apomoira now, if 
not before, fixed at a stxth of the produce (hekté), to be paid 
in kind (z.e. in so many amphore of wine) on vineyards, and 
to be paid in money on paradeisoi (orchards and kitchen- 
gardens), was assigned, by a new law of the king’s, to the cult 
of Arsinoe, the “ goddess Philadelphus,” “ for the sacrifice 
and the libation ” ; and the levying of the tax was, from 264-263 
onwards, to be no longer in the hands of the priests, but in 
those of the State. So much is agreed; but two contra- 
dictory views are taken as to the significance of the measure. 
(1) It is regarded as a “ disendowment of the State religion, 
for the benefit of the Crown,” an “ act of spoliation ” (M.). 
It was Ptolemaic statecraft which camouflaged this seizure 
of sacred revenues by the king as an act of religious endow- 
ment. The whole of the apomoira was now diverted into the 
king’s treasuries, and he merely made over to the temples, as 
a substitute, whatever he chose, in the way of benevolences 
or yearly subventions. ‘The view that the measure was to the 
disadvantage of the temples and to the advantage of the king 
is taken, not only by Mahaffy, but by Bouché-Leclercq, 
Rostovtzeff, and Schubart. On the other hand: (2) Otto 
maintains that it was a measure in favour of the temples. 
The apomoira levied by the State was made over in full to 
the temples for the purposes of religious worship. It really 
was used “for the sacrifice and the libation.” The State 
reaped an advantage only in so far as the priests might be 
attached by this, as by any other favour of the king’s, to the 
established régime, and in so far as the goddess, to whose 
worship this particular revenue was destined, was a deceased 
queen of the reigning house. Wilcken has oscillated in his 
opinion. When he wrote page 158 of his Ostraka (vol. i. 
1899) he agreed with Mahaffy ; when he reached page 615, 
he had, “after repeated examination,” come to change his 
view, and he held a view similar to Otto’s. In his Grundztige 
(1912) he again takes the view that the measure of 264 was a 
_“severe blow” to the Egyptian priesthood ; the apomoira 
which had hitherto been consecrated to the Egyptian gods 
was diverted to the State (pp. 94, 95). 

So far as I know, no evidence has been discovered that the 
produce of the apomoira was used by the State for any secular 
purpose, and, since unquestionably the Ptolemies did bestow 
large sums of money upon the native religion, there seems no 
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reason to suppose that the apomoira was not devoted in full 
to the maintenance of the cult of Arsinoe in the Egyptian 
temples. If so, the temples can hardly be said to have 
suffered financially by the measure of 264. On the other 
hand, that measure did mean an increase of the State control 
of Egyptian religion and a new bending of that religion to the 
purposes of the dynasty. It seems to me incorrect to describe 
it as an act of “ spoliation,” though it might perhaps be called 
an act of enslavement. Such a view seems to me in accord- 
ance with what we can see of the policy of the Ptolemaic 
kings. They desired, not to impoverish the Egyptian 
temples, but to have the Egyptian priesthood firmly under 
their hand—not to diminish their revenues, but to make 
those revenues a benefaction bestowed by themselves. They 
were willing to spend upon the native religion, but only in 
order that the native religion might be an instrument for 
subjugating the minds of the native population to their rule. 

In the same year in which the new law regarding the 
apomoira was promulgated (264 B.c.), the Pithom stele shows 
us Ptolemy making a gift of 750,000 deben (3125 silver talents) 
to the Egyptian temples. The stele seems to assert that 
hitherto the king had made an annual gift of 150,000 deben 
to the temples. 

The special gifts made by the kings to the temples, besides 
money, took two main forms : (1) assignments of land, and (2) 
erection and adornment of buildings. With regard to the 
first we have a number of hieroglyphic inscriptions which 
record additions made to the “ Sacred Land” attached to 
this or that temple by the gift of a Ptolemy. The Cairo stele 
given on p. 28 is one. It shows Ptolemy as satrap conciliating 
by his good works the deities and priests of Pe and ‘ep. 
He restores the gift of land made by the native king Khabbash 
in the 5th century and taken away by “‘ the enemy Xerxes.” 
A common memory of hostility to the Persians still binds 
together Greek and Egyptian. The Egyptian priesthood were 
fond of putting before their Macedonian rulers, with the 
suggestion that they might serve as models for imitation, the 
gifts made by ancient Egyptian kings. If the necessary 
precedent was wanting, it has been thought that the priests 
were capable of forging one.! Sethe, however, believes that 


1 An inscription of Ptolemaic date put up by the priests of Khnumu 
in the island of Seheyl, purporting to record the gift of a Pharaoh of the 
IIIrd dynasty (C. A. de Acad, des Inscr., May 19, 1893, p- 156). 
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the inscription in question was really the copy of an older 
genuine one. Against the theory of forgery is the considera- 
tion that it would have been trouble thrown away, since 
neither the king nor his Greek ministers could read hiero- 
glyphics, and had in any case to take on trust what the priests 
told them was written on the walls. If forgery there was, it 
can only have been Egyptians of priestly training in the king’s 
service whom it was designed to deceive, and would such 
men have been deceived by it ? 

Another principal document for the gifts of land made by 
Ptolemies to the temples is the great inscription on the temple 
of Horus at Apollonopolis (Edfu). At the end of the reign of 
Euergetes II. the temple held land in four different nomes, 
amounting to about 14} square miles in all; and 5% square 
miles were added to it by the donations of Ptolemy Soter II. 
and Alexander I. 

How much the Ptolemies did in building, enlarging, decora- 
ting Egyptian temples we shall never know, because the 
temples of Lower Egypt, with their engraved records, have 
perished. But from the inscriptions which still remain on 
temples farther up the Nile, we can trace the benefactions of 
one king or another of this house. Ptolemy II., so great a 
builder of Greek temples, seems to have done little, as com- 
pared with later kings, in the way of restoring or building 
Egyptian temples. The naos of the temple of Isis at Phil, 
a temple of Isis at Hebt in Lower Egypt of Aswan granite, 
and the Egyptian temple at Naucratis can be ascribed to him. 
What his successors did in this line will be noted in connexion 
with each king later on. The temples put up by the Ptolemies 
in Egypt are indistinguishable in general appearance from the 
buildings of the Pharaohs. No doubt the designing and 
building of them was left to the priests and native architects, 
and the part of the alien king in the matter was limited to 
his issuing an order in Greek from his palace, in Alexandria 
or Memphis, in which he commissioned the priests to execute 
work of a specified kind and to his paying the expenses.! 


‘Sir Flinders Petrie questions whether the king paid for all the 
temple-building in which he is honoured and portrayed. He thinks 
that it was often done by the priests out of their own revenues, and 
the walls decorated with the royal cartouche and representations of 
the king as a divine Pharaoh, because this was necessitated by the 
relations between Church and State. He points out that the temple 
of Edfu was finished in grand style at the very time when Ptolemy 
Auletes was in desperate straits for money, 


J 
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The court could be satisfied by its agents that the loyalty and 
gratitude of the priests were sufficiently manifested in the 
hieroglyphic inscriptions. Occasionally, even on temples of 
Egyptian style, an inscription recording the dedication by the 
king, or the king and queen, is found in Greek. 

Lastly, there was a mode of benefiting temples which was 
highly prized—the conferring upon them the privilege of 
asylia, “ sanctuary.” It was not the privilege of all temples 
that those who had committed some offence against the State, 
or fugitive slaves, could take refuge in them and be safe from 
arrest. Any ruler solicitous for public order could hardly 
desire to see many such sanctuaries in his dominions. The 
privilege was conferred by a special grant of the king, and 
perhaps the larger and more important temples all over 
Egypt possessed it from the early days of the dynasty. When 
the privilege is conferred upon the temple at Athribis in g5 
B.C., it is described as similar to that possessed already ‘‘ by 
the temple in Memphis and the temple in Busiris and sundry 
other temples.”’! In the Serapeum, near Memphis, only part 
of the precinct had the privilege attached to it. It is ominous 
that a station of police seems commonly to have been estab- 
lished in ciose neighbourhood to the larger temples. In the 
latter days of the dynasty, when internal disorders had weakened 
the central authority, the court felt itself obliged to make 
more and more concessions to the demands of the native 
priesthood, and quite small village temples are found possess- 
ing the privilege of sanctuary. We may still read a copy 
in stone of the letter which the priests of Theadelphia in the 
Fayim wrote on papyrus in Greek to queen Berenice, who 
ruled Egypt during the flight of her father Auletes, begging 
her to grant asylia to their temple, and of the queen’s answer 
—the command she had written with her royal hand upon 
the papyrus petition instructing the strategos of the nome— 
“To Dioscurides: Let it be done,” and the date, corre- 
sponding with our October 23, 57 B.C.” 

An important contribution made from the royal treasury 
was the stipend (syntaxis) paid annually to each individual 
priest attached to the Egyptian temples. ‘The syntaxis was 
paid both in money and in kind (bread, oil), not directly by 
the State to each priest, but by the State to the temples, 


1 O0.G.I., No. 761. : 
2 Chrest., Nene. Cf. O.G.I. ii. 736. On the subject of asylia, 


see Lefebvre, Annales, xix. pp. 38 ff. ; xx. pp. 249, 250. 
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which had the duty of distributing it, according to a fixed 
scale, to their personnel. It is noteworthy that there seems to 
have been no Egyptian term for this syntaxis; in Egyptian 
inscriptions the Greek word is simply transcribed in Egyptian 
script. Possibly this indicates that it was an innovation of the 
Greeco-Macedonian régime. 

How far patronage of the native religion on the part of the 
alien kings was successful in attaching the Egyptians to their 
rule must remain doubtful. In Upper Egypt, at any rate, 
where revolts were recurrent during the latter reigns of the 
dynasty, the priesthood of Amen-Ra at Thebes may well have 
remembered the days when they were supreme in Egypt and 
chafed under a rule which kept Thebes reduced to a position 
of relative unimportance. It is likely that the native revolts 
had a good proportion of the Theban priesthood behind them. 
At Memphis, on the other hand, the family in whom the 
high-priesthood was hereditary, and whose history can be 
traced by their sepulchral inscriptions from the time of 
Ptolemy I. till the days of Augustus Czsar,! seems to have 
remained on the best of terms with the ruling dynasty—princes 
of the Egyptian Church who maintained their affluence and 
worldly state by smooth accommodation to the powers that be. 

1 Strack, pp. 158 ff. ; Otto, i. pp. 204 ff. 


CA PeisE Reni tL 
PTOLEMY III., EUERGETES I. (247-221 B.C.) 


AccoRDING to the arrangement made between Ptolemy II. 
and Antiochus II., the former queen of Antiochus, Laodice, 
was to be left with her two sons in a secondary position in Asia 
Minor, whilst Ptolemy’s daughter, 
Berenice, reigned at Antioch and 
bore children for the Seleucid 
inheritance. But both Laodice 
and Berenice were Macedonian 
princesses true to type. Laodice 
induced Antiochus to come back 
to. her at Ephesus, and then, after 
Antiochus suddenly died (in 246) 
(not without some suspicion falling 
on Laodice), she sent her emissaries 
to Antioch to murder Berenice and 
her infant son. Berenice fought, we 
are told, like a tigress, but in vain. 
The double murder was accom- 
plished. Laodice’s son, Seleucus II. 
(Kallinikos), was proclaimed king of : 
the Seleucid realm. The murder yg. 28.—Ptolemy III. 
of the daughter and grandson of Bin hthe bust in the 
Ptolemy II. was an outrage which Museum at Alexandria 
could not but rouse Egypt to a 

new war. ‘That was the situation which confronted the 
young king of Egypt, Ptolemy III., called afterwards 
Euergetes, soon after he took over the government from his 
father in 247. He was then something over thirty, a son by 
birth of Ptolemy II. and the daughter of Lysimachus, a son 
by court fiction of Ptolemy and Arsinoe Philadelphus. It 
was soon seen that there was a strong man once more upon 
the Egyptian throne. By a kind of oscillation in heredity, 
just as the vigorous founder of the dynasty had been succeeded 

109 
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by the soft dilettante, the dilettante was succeeded in turn 
by a man in whom the warlike Macedonian stock showed 
itself still persistent in spite of the influences of a luxurious 
court and the climate of Egypt. In Ptolemy II]. we see less 


Fic. 29.—Coin of Berenice I. 


the son of Ptolemy “ Philadelphus ” than the grandson of 
Alexander’s stalwart marshals, Ptolemy and Lysimachus. 
According to Justin, Ptolemy III. marched from Egypt 
at the head of his army, whilst Berenice was still alive, be- 
sieged at Daphne, near Antioch, but was too late to save her. 
Before leaving, he had established his own position in Egypt 


Fic. 30.—Syrian Coin of Ptolemy II. or III. 
(silver, of Lebedus) 


by accomplishing his marriage with Berenice of Cyrene, 
arranged years before. ‘The Cyrenaica became once more an 
adjunct of the Ptolemaic realm. Ptolemy III. had by his 
side a queen who had also given proof of Macedonian strength 
of will. ‘Then he opened war upon the house of Seleucus— 
the “ Third Syrian War ” modern scholars call it ; it seems 


Fic. 31.—PTOLEMY III., EUERGETES 
From the bronze bust in the Museo Nazionale, Naples 
See Guy Dickins, F.H.S. xxxiv. (19T4), p. 297 
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to have been known at the time as the ‘‘ Laodicean War,” ! 
the war against the murderess Laodice. Ptolemy himself 
went forth from Egypt at the head of his army to invade 
Northern Syria. On the eve of his setting out, the young 
queen dedicated a lock of her hair in the temple of Arsinoe 
Aphrodite at Alexandria. This lock the court astronomer, 
Conon, soon after professed that he had discovered in the sky, 
transformed into a constellation which, so Conon said, had 
never been there before. No doubt this was taken by the 
Alexandrine court as a charming poetical conceit, not as 
serious astronomy—just as such things were taken in the court 
of Louis XIV., a court in its artificial literary culture not 
unlike the Alexandrine. In any case the great poet of the 
day, Callimachus of Cyrene, wrote a pretty poem about it, 
which antiquity must have admired, since Catullus translated 
it two centuries later into Latin. Whilst the original has 
perished, it may still be read in the Roman poet’s version— 
the Coma Berenices. In our dearth of data for the history of 
the time, this jeu d’esprit has come to have the value of a 
serious historical document; it yields, if pressed, a small 
quantum of fact. 

The expedition which Ptolemy III. led into Asia was the 
greatest military triumph ever achieved by the house of 
Ptolemy. Unfortunately no detailed history of it has come 
down to us. All we can know of it has to be got by combining 
four very inadequate and summary accounts, a casual notice 
in Polyzenus, and a curious fragment of a papyrus letter or 
report, discovered at Gurob in the Faytim. A translation 
in full of three of the accounts is given in Mahaffy’s History, 
and one cannot do better than follow his example. 

1. One account is taken from an inscription put up at 
Adulis (near Suakin), probably by some Ptolemaic officer who 
had been sent to these regions in connexion with the elephant- 
hunting. ‘The original inscription we have no longer, and 
must trust to the copy of it made by the monk Cosmas 
(“‘ Indicopleustes ’’) in the 8th century A.D., or rather to the 
copy of Cosmas’s copy which has come down to us in existing 
MSS. As we have it, it runs: 

“The Great King? Ptolemy, son of king Ptolemy and 


t C.I.G. 2905; Inscr-in Brit. Mus. 403, 1. 135. 

* The title of “ Great King ” seems to have been given specially 
to kings who had conquered Babylonia, the old imperial seat of 
government for Asia, 
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queen Arsinoe, Brother-and-Sister Gods, children of king 
Ptolemy and queen Berenice, Saviour Gods, the descendant 
on the father’s side of Herakles, son of Zeus, on the mother’s 
side of Dionysos, son of Zeus,! having inherited from his 
father the kingdom of Egypt and Libya and Syria? and 
Pheenicia and Cyprus and Lycia and Caria and the Cyclades, 
set out on a campaign into Asia with infantry and cavalry 
forces and a naval armament and elephants both Trogodyte 
and Ethiopic, which his father and he himself first captured 
from these places and, bringing them to Egypt, trained them 
to military use. But having become master of all the country 
this side of the Euphrates and of Cilicia and Pamphylia and 
Ionia and the Hellespont and Thrace, and of all the military 
forces in these countries and of Indian elephants,‘ and having 
made the local dynasts (rots povdpxous) in all these regions 
his vassals, he crossed the river Euphrates, and having brought 
under him Mesopotamia and Babylonia and Susiana and 
Persis and Media, and all the rest as far as Bactria, and having 
sought out whatever sacred things had been carried off by the 
Persians from Egypt, and having brought them back with 
the other treasure from these countries to Egypt, he sent 
forces through the canals Here the inscription, as 
Cosmas found it, was broken off. 

2. A second account is contained in three verses of the 
Book of Daniel, written some eighty years after the event : 

“‘ But out of a branch of her root ® shall one stand up in his 
estate, which shall come with an army, and shall enter into 
the fortress of the king of the north,® and shall deal against 
them, and shall prevail: and shall also carry captives into 


1 The reference is not to Ptolemy’s father and mother, but to the 
parents of his ancestor, Hyllus, whose father was Herakles, and whose 
mother was Deianira, a daughter of Dionysos. 

2 That is, of course, Ccele-Syria (Palestine), not Syria north of the 
Lebanon. 

* See p. 175. 

& ot bene in the Seleucid army were Indian elephants. __ 

5“ Her” is the murdered Berenice of Egypt, queen of Syria ; 
“her root ” is the stock out of which the house of Ptolemy sprang ; 
the “ branch of her root” is her father, Ptolemy II.; the one who 
stands up out of the branch is her brother, Ptolemy III. j 

6 The king of the north is the king of Syria, Seleucus II.; his 
“ fortress ’ some strong place of the Seleucid realm, possibly pelencit: 
in-Pieria, or perhaps a generic term, meaning the fortified cities of ie 
Seleucid realm generally. In that case, “‘ them ” would mean the 


fortresses in the plural. 
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Egypt their gods, with their princes, and with their precious 
vessels of silver and of gold; and he shall continue more 
years than the king of the north. So the king of the south * 
shall come into his kingdom, and shall return into his own 
land.” * 

3. The third account is the commentary on this passage 
of Daniel written by Saint Jerome, taken from an older work 
in which Porphyry had treated of the Book of Daniel and ex- 
plained its historical background ; Porphyry had had before 
him Greek historians now lost. Saint Jerome’s commentary 
is as follows : 

“* Berenice being murdered, and her father Ptolemy Phila- 
delphus having died in Egypt, her brother, himself also a 
Ptolemy called Euergetes, succeeded as the third king, of 
the stock of that root, in that he was her brother ; and he came 
with a great army, and entered into the province of the king 
of the north, z.e. of Seleucus called Callinicus, who with his 
mother Laodice was reigning in Syria, and dealt masterfully 
with them and obtained so much as to take Syria and Cilicia, 
and the upper parts across the Euphrates, and almost all 
Asia. And when he heard that in Egypt a sedition was in 
progress, he, plundering the kingdom of Seleucus, carried 
away 40,000 talents of silver, and precious cups and images 
of the gods, 2500, among which were those also which 
Cambyses, when he took Egypt, had brought to the country 
of the Persians. Finally the Egyptian race, being given to 
idolatry, because he had brought back their gods after many 
years, called him Euergetes. And Syria he himself retained ; 
but Cilicia he handed over to his friend Antiochus to govern, 
and to Xanthippus, another general, the provinces beyond 
the Euphrates.” 

4. Fourthly, there is Justin’s account, abridged from the 
Latin history of Trogus Pompeius : 

“When it was announced to the cities of Asia (Asie 
civitatibus) that she [Berenice] and her infant son were be- 
sieged [in Antioch], in consideration of her ancestral dignity 
they felt pity at so undeserved a misfortune, and all dispatched 
succour. Her brother too, Ptolemy, alarmed at his sister’s 
danger, hurried from his kingdom with all his forces. But 
before the arrival of help, Berenice, who could not be cap- 
tured by force, was deceived by treachery and murdered. 
Universal indignation ensued. And so, when all the cities 


1 Ptolemy III. ? Daniel xi. 7-9. 
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which had revolted could have prepared a great fleet, forth- 
with alarmed at this specimen of [Laodice’s] cruelty, and in 
order to avenge her whom they had meant to protect, they 
went over to Ptolemy, who, unless he had been called home 
by a domestic sedition, would have taken possession of all 
the kingdom of Seleucus.”’ ! 

5. Polyznus, after telling the story of Berenice’s murder in 
Antioch, says that her women concealed the body and induced 
the people of Antioch to believe that she was still alive “ until 
Ptolemy the father (sic) of the murdered queen arrived, in 
answer to their summons, and by sending out letters as in 
the name of the murdered boy and of Berenice, as if they were 
still alive, made himself master of the whole realm from the 
Taurus as far as India, without war or battle.””2. The element 
of unhistorical romance here, at any rate, is obvious. 

From these imperfect accounts one thing is plain, that the 
army of Ptolemy III. carried all before it in Asia. It is certain 
that it must have effectively beaten down any opposition it 
may have met in Northern Syria, since till Northern Syria 
was subjugated and garrisoned the Egyptian army cannot 
have moved on across the Euphrates into Mesopotamia. 
But the accounts leave many questions unanswered: (1) 
How far eastwards did Ptolemy go? Did he cross the Tigris 
too and climb with his army up the rough roads to the table- 
land of Iran? Did he really carry his arms, as Polyzenus says 
he did, ‘‘ as far as India”? ? (2) What was the cause which 
compelled Ptolemy to return prematurely to Egypt? Jerome 
and Justin say it was a rebellion of some sort in the Ptolemaic 
kingdom. What can this mean? (3) Did Ptolemy ever 
intend to hold permanently the countries he conquered, to 
make himself king of the Seleucid realm, as well as of Egypt ? 
That would have been to conceive in his turn the ambition 
which Perdiccas and Antigonus and Seleucus had perished in 
pursuing—the ambition of becoming lord of the whole 
inheritance of Alexander—now when the rival dynasties 
had firmer territorial hold than in the times of confusion 
after Alexander’s death. Can we credit the grandson of 
Ptolemy Soter with such grandiose schemes ? 

With regard to the first set of questions there seems no 
absolute impossibility in the supposition that the Egyptian 
army penetrated as far as Bactria and the Hindu-kush. One 
must remember that an army in those days travelled lighter 


e Auer 
1 Just. xxvii. 1, 5 ff. Vili. 50. 
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than in the days of guns, and could move with less difficulty 
over great spaces. It might represent a larger aggregate of 
organized power than any local force which could be set 
against it in the regions to which it came, and so dominate 
each region successively so long as it stayed there. What 
Alexander accomplished in Nearer Asia three generations 
before Ptolemy III., and what Antiochus III. accomplished 
in the same regions one generation later, show that the 
Egyptian army, supposing the Seleucid king could not get 
together an army capable of beating it, might quite well move 
right through the vast Seleucid realm unchecked. Of course, 
it was a different matter if conquests were to be retained, 
when the moving camp had passed on elsewhere. Even 
Alexander had difficulty about that; the reassertion of 
Seleucid supremacy in the Eastern provinces by Antiochus 
III. proved ephemeral; and even if Ptolemy III. had not 
been called home prematurely by the “‘ domestic sedition,”’ 
a good deal more would have been needed before his march 
into the East could have been counted a real conquest of 
Media and Persis. In the north and east of Iran Ptolemy 
would have found at this time new Powers in possession— 
in one region the Parthians under their Arsacid king, in 
Bactria the Greek Diodotus, who had recently broken away 
from the Seleucid and declared himself an independent king. 
We never hear of these young Powers suffering any interference 
from the king of Egypt. It seems unlikely that Ptolemy went 
far into Iran, that he would have remained for so long at such 
a distance from his base in Egypt. It is probable enough 
that at one of the old royal cities of the Persian kings, at 
Ecbatana or Persepolis or Susa, he held some kind of durbar, 
to which envoys came from the dynasts of Parthia and Bactria 
and the Hindu-kush with messages of homage. That would 
have been enough to warrant courtiers in Egypt describing 
the king’s operations as a conquest of the East as far as 
Bactria and India. Ptolemy evidently never penetrated far 
into Asia Minor, where Seleucus II. and his mother still held 
a force together ; thus, whilst humiliating the Seleucid power, 
he left the nucleus of it intact, ready to expand again, so soon 
as the Egyptian army withdrew. 

With regard to the question, what the trouble at home 
was which compelled Ptolemy to return, we can only specu- 
late. Droysen thought it must have been another revolt in 
the Cyrenaica—a hypothesis which Mahaffy emphatically 
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rejected. _Mahaffy himself conjectured that it was trouble in 
Egypt consequent upon a defective rise of the Nile and 
threatened famine. There are indications! that a scarcity 
of corn in Egypt did occur at some moment during the reign 
of Ptolemy III. 

With regard to the third question whether Ptolemy ever 
intended to retain his Eastern conquests, we have no docu- 
mentary data except the statement of Saint Jerome, that he 
left his general Xanthippus in command of the provinces 
beyond the Euphrates, and appointed his ‘‘ friend ” Antiochus 
governor of Cilicia. Certainly, if he ever intended to hold 
regions beyond the Euphrates as provinces of his empire, 
he must have soon abandoned the idea. The Xanthippus in 
question may quite well be the Spartan condottiere who had 
been employed by the Carthaginians in 256 B.c. The “ friend ” 
Antiochus was identified by Niebuhr (followed by Droysen 
and others) with the younger brother of Seleucus II., Antio- 
chus Hierax, then a boy of about fourteen, who later on 
is his brother’s enemy. But + Bouché-Leclercq is almost 
certainly right in maintaining that this Antiochus was a 
““ friend ” in the well-known sense of the term, z.e. some one 
attached to the court, a Macedonian or Greek who had 
taken service in Egypt, and by accident had the name of 
Antiochus. He is mentioned in an inscription simply as a 
governor appointed by king Ptolemy in Asia Minor.? 

It is noteworthy how the statement recurs that Ptolemy 
brought back to Egypt the images of Egyptian gods and other 
sacred objects carried off in former times by the Persians. 
It is found in the decree of Canopus, presently to be given 
in translation. If it were only found in documents drawn up 
by Egyptian priests or scribes little importance would be 
attached to it, because it happens to be one of the conventional 
formularies habitually used, according to the hieratic tradition, 
in describing the victorious return of a Pharaoh from an 
invasion of Asia. The odd thing in this case is that we find 
prominence given to the statement in the inscription of 
Adulis and in the commentary of Saint Jerome. The Book 
of Daniel also speaks of Ptolemy bringing back captive to 
Egypt gods belonging to the conquered peoples and precious 
things. The inscription of Adulis seems to have been drawn 
up by a Greek ; it insists upon the descent of Ptolemy from 


1 Inscription of Canopus, Il. 27-36 ; Athen. v. 209). 
tC rinG a2O05 41k 55: 
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Greek gods and uses no specially Egyptian formularies. Yet 
it singles out, in connexion with Ptolemy’s conquests, the 
feature that he brought back to Egypt the sacred things 
carried off by the Persians—a feature which would normally 
be without any interest to a Greek. We can only suppose 
that the Egyptian priesthood had put before Ptolemy what 
was expected of a king of Egypt who invaded Asia, if he were 
to be true to the Pharaonic pattern, and that Ptolemy deter- 
mined, as a matter of policy, to fulfil the prescribed réle in 
this point with a certain ostentation. Egyptian idols and 
other objects discovered in Babylon or Ecbatana or Susa 
he must have restored to the Egyptian priesthood with such 
pomp and circumstance on his return that it was talked about 
at court, that Greek courtiers and Greek historians noted the 
. action as significant and interesting, and that Jews in Jeru- 
salem eighty years later could remember hearing their fathers 
describe how the army of the king of Egypt had come home 
through Palestine, triumphantly escorting the idols which 
they had taken away from the countries of the king of the 
north. 

Whilst the Egyptian land army invaded Northern Syria 
and Mesopotamia, the Egyptian fleet was busy on the coasts 
of Syria and Asia Minor and wherever Seleucid possessions 
were assailable from the sea. It is one moment of the story 
of those days which is strangely and vividly illuminated for 
us in the Gurob papyrus already spoken of. The first column 
of the piece of the roll discovered describes how some town 
or other was captured by a Ptolemaic force, but it is too 
tattered for a continuous account to be reconstructed from 
it. ‘Then the roll becomes more coherent: 

‘““Meanwhile Pythagoras and Aristocles, [having made 
ready] 15 boats, since the Sister had sent a message to them, 
. . . to add to their good services by performing zealously 
what yet remained to be done, sailed along the coast to Soli (?) 
in Cilicia (?), where they collected the money which had been 
seized and deposited there and conveyed it to Seleucia. 
It amounted to 1500 talents of silver. (This money Aribazus 
the strategos in Cilicia! had intended to send to Ephesus, to 
Laodice, but the citizens of Soli (?) had conspired with the 
soldiers of the place, Pythagoras and Aristocles had come in 
strength to their assistance, and all had given a brave account 
of themselves, with the result that this money had been seized 

1 Evidently a Persian nobleman in the Seleucid service. 
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and both the town and the citadel had fallen into our posses- 
sion. Aribazus slipped out and got away as far as the pass 
over the Taurus ; there certain of the natives cut off his head 
and brought it to Antioch.) For our part, when we had got 
everything in readiness on board, at the beginning of the 
first watch we embarked in as many ships as the harbour in 
Seleucia would hold, and sailed along the coast to the fortress 
called Posideon and anchored there about the eighth hour 
of the day. Thence at dawn we set sail again and reached 


Rca i ea ac 


Fic. 32.—Part of the Gurob Papyrus (the entry into Antioch) 


Seleucia. The priests, the magistrates, the rest of the citizens, 
the officers, and the soldiers met us on the road leading to 
the harbour, crowned with garlands and . . . of goodwill 
towards us and .. . to the city . . . the sacrificial victims 
stationed beside . . . on the altars prepared by them Bie 
[When they had outdone (?)] in the bazaar (év 7 éuzopiy) the 
honours [already paid to us] they . . . So this day they ee 
and the next day. .as... as possible . . . [the ships 
. . . ], into which we took up all those who had sailed with 
us, and the satraps who were there and the generals and the 
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other officers, except those appointed [to garrison duty] 
in the city [Seleucia] and the citadel, whom we left behind. 


. . . For they were wonderful . .. [We reached] Antioch 

. such preparations . . . we found as to strike us with 
amazement. For [there came to meet us] outside the gate 
the . . . satraps and the other officers and the soldiers and 


the priests and the colleges of magistrates and all the young 
men from the gymnasium and a great multitude beside, 
crowned with garlands, and they carried out all the holy 
things? into the road before the gate, and some greeted 
us with the right hand and others .. . us with shouting 
and applause . . . [Twelve lines wanting] . . . beside every 
house ... they continued to . . . Though there were so 
many things [calculated to gratify us] nothing gave us so much 
pleasure as the intense loyalty (exrévea) of these people. 
When then we had sacrificed the victims presented to us 
by officers (?) and by private persons, the sun now verging 
to its decline, we immediately visited the Sister, and after 
that attended to various matters which required our diligence, 
giving audience to the officers and the soldiers and to other 
people belonging to the place, and holding council on the 
general conduct of our affairs. Beside this, for some 
days is ee 

No more of the roll remains. It is certainly a document 
of extraordinary human interest—a bit of ancient history 
which comes to us still alive, in which the events narrated 
are not told by some historian at second, or third, or tenth, 
hand, but by some one who writes of what he himself saw 
and did, the actual scrap of torn papyrus being, if not the 
handwriting of the narrator, at any rate a copy made at a date 
not far from that of the original. Yet while its human interest 
is so great, its value as a historical document is diminished 
by our inability to say for certain who the writer was, or 
who “the Sister”? was, or what the places were in which 
the events described happened. The document certainly 
speaks plainly about a Seleucia and an Antioch, but whilst 
in Northern Syria there was the great Antioch, the chief 
residence of the Seleucid kings, and the strong city of 
Seleucia-in-Pieria which guarded the approach to Antioch 
at the mouth of the Orontes, there was also an Antioch and a 


1'The journey by ship from Seleucia up the Orontes to Antioch 
goes through a valley of extraordinary beauty, celebrated in antiquity. 
2 Images of gods, etc. 
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Seleucia on the opposite Cilician coast, and some scholars 
have thought that it was these lesser cities to which the docu- 
ment refers. Again, in order to read the name “ Soli in 
Cilicia,” we have to suppose that the scribe in writing left out 
by mistake one of two sigmas which came together, and 
“ Cilicia,” is simply a conjecture filling in the place of a lost 
word. Instead of “ Soli in Cilicia,” Holleaux reads “ all 
the places.”+ Further on again, where our translation 
gives “the citizens of Soli,” Holleaux reads “ the citizens 
of Seleucia,” though Wilcken affirms that the photographic 
facsimile of the papyrus proves “ Soli” to be right. And 
then, who was the writer? An officer from one of the soldier- 
settlements in the Fayim, Mahaffy at first thought. A naval 
commander, Wilcken held when he brought out his Chresto- 
mathe. ‘The king Ptolemy III. himself, Mahaffy thought, 
after column iv. of the papyrus came to light, and this view 
has been accepted by Holleaux, Wilhelm, Bouché-Leclercq, 
Wilamowitz-Moellendorff, and now by Wilcken.? Lastly, 
there is the problem—Who was “‘ the Sister”? Before the dis- 
covery of column iv., the Sister was thought to be Laodice ; 
that column made it evident that she was some one on the 
Egyptian side, resident at Antioch after it had been occupied 
by the Egyptian forces. She is now commonly held to have 
been Berenice, the queen of Syria, Ptolemy III.’s sister, not 
yet murdered, it is supposed, at this date. 

It can, I think, now be hardly questioned that the Seleucia 
and Antioch in question are the great Antioch and Seleucia. 
In Antioch the writer found a large number of magnates and 
military chiefs gathered together, which is much more 
natural in the chief city of Syria than in the comparatively 
obscure city on the Cilician coast. ‘That the narrator is 
the king himself may also be taken as established. ‘The way 
he speaks of giving audience to the magnates at the end of the 
scrap can hardly be reconciled with any other hypothesis. 
In this case the papyrus would not, of course, be his original 
dispatch, but a copy of it in the possession of some veteran 
inthe Fayim. The original would have been a royal memo- 
randum ” (éxépnvyya) somewhat analogous to the “ commen- 
taries ”’ of Julius Casar—the summary account of a campaign 


1 eis 8ovs rods Térous. The use of bx instead of mdvres for Salk” 
is, of course, according to modern Greek idiom, no doubt familiar to 
Holleaux’s ear, but is hardly credible in a document of this kind. 

* Archiv, vii. p. 73, note 2. 
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by the commander of it. But the hypothesis that “the 
Sister’ was Berenice, queen of Syria, seems to me to have 
insuperable difficulties against it. Justin, it is true, indicates 
that Berenice was still alive when Ptolemy set out from Egypt, 
but he says that Ptolemy was too late to save her. ‘That 
Berenice should have been still alive and in Antioch at this 
stage of the campaign, when Antioch had been securely 
occupied for some time by the Egyptian forces, and that she 
should after that have been murdered by Laodice’s agents in 
Antioch, is surely incredible. It makes nonsense of every 
other account we have of the war—that it was waged to 
avenge Berenice’s murder. My own conviction—though no 
one, so far as I know, has yet put forward the suggestion—is 
that “‘ the Sister ”’ is the other Berenice, the queen of Egypt. 
She was, of course, not Ptolemy’s sister, but his first cousin ; 
yet the queens of Egypt were officially called “ Sisters’ of 
the king, and the king himself, in speaking of the queen, 
might quite well call her simply “the Sister.” From the poem 
of Callimachus, it is true, we gather that when Ptolemy set 
out on his campaign, Berenice remained in Egypt. But this 
would not rule out the supposition that, at a stage of the cam- 
paign when Northern Syria had been occupied by Ptolemy’s 
forces, queen Berenice should have made the comparatively 
easy journey from Egypt to Antioch to see her husband and 
the front—a woman of Berenice’s spirit! That two com- 
manders in the Egyptian army should receive a special 
message from the queen of Egypt, encouraging them to do 
their utmost, is quite consistent with the part played by queens 
in Ptolemaic history. Lastly, if “‘ the Sister’ was Berenice, 
queen of Egypt, the objections which Wilcken raised, on the 
ground of the language of the document, to the supposition 
that the writer was the king, fall. It would, as Wilcken rightly 
said, have been more natural, if the king were referring to his 
real sister, that he should write 7 ddeAdy pov, and not simply 
9 adeXpy. And Wilcken with perfect justice felt it incredible 
that the meeting of brother and sister at Antioch, supposing 
Ptolemy were arriving just in time to save his sister from 
imminent death, should have been dismissed in a colourless 
phrase. On the other hand, it was a difficulty in the view 
then held by Wilcken that a mere naval commander, narrating 
his visit of respect to the queen of Syria, should have written 


* One may compare the appeal made to the army before Raphia 
by queen Arsinoe (Polyb. v. 83. 3). 


PTOLEMY III., EUERGETES I. 203 


baldly cicédOopev cdbéws pds tiv adeApny kat pera radra «rd 
If, however, “the Sister”? was Berenice, queen of Egypt, 
and the writer was Ptolemy, everything becomes natural. 

With regard to further operations of the Egyptian fleet in 
the /igean, we can discern only an indefinite number of 
local struggles. Each city of the seaboard would fall to one 
side or other as Seleucus II. could bring pressure to bear 
by his land-forces from the interior, or by naval squadrons 
got together in some port still under his control, or as the 
Egyptian fleet could bring pressure to bear from the sea, 
or as the citizens themselves threw their weight, from interest 
or sympathy, in one scale or the other. Ephesus seems to 
have been delivered up to the Ptolemaic forces by Sophron, 
who commanded there for king Seleucus. Some regions 
on the Thracian coast, including the cities of AEnos and 
Maronea, belonged to the Seleucid realm; even these were 
reached and conquered by the Egyptian fleet. Ptolemy 
became master of the peninsula now called Gallipoli. 

If there had been at the time of the sea-battle off Ephesus 
a breach between the house of Ptolemy and Rhodes, it cannot 
have lasted long, since when, towards the end of Ptolemy’s 
reign, Rhodes was visited by a severe earthquake, Ptolemy 
came forward, as well as Antigonus and Seleucus, to help 
to repair the damage. Ptolemy promised the Rhodians “ 300 
talents of silver, a million artabe of corn, ship-timber for 
IO quinqueremes and Io triremes, consisting of 40,000 cubits 
of squared pine planking, 1000 talents of bronze coinage, 
180,000 pounds of tow (for ropes), 3000 pieces of sailcloth, 
3000 talents (of copper ?) for the repair of the Colossus, 100 
master-builders with 350 workmen, and 14 talents yearly to 
pay their wages. Beside this, he gave 12,000 artabe of 
corn for their public games and sacrifices, and 20,000 artabe 
for victualling 10 triremes. ‘The greater part of these goods 
were delivered at once, as well as one-third of the money 
named.” 2 


1A. G. Roos (Mnemnosyne, Nov. Ser. li., 1923, pp. 262 f.) is surely 
right in questioning whether any mere commander would speaiiee 
a queen as 7 ddeA¢7 at all; and taking the ordinary hypothesis that 
the queen is Berenice of Syria, he conjectures that the writer 1s her 
younger brother Lysimachus. But col. iv. ll. 20 to 25 seem. to 
me to prove that the writer is Ptolemy himself, and the seheaes ee 
of Berenice of Syria after the situation revealed in the papyrus wou 
still, I think, be incredible, even on the theory of Roos. 

2 Polyb. v. 88. 
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After Ptolemy had returned to Egypt the war went on. 
Seleucus recovered Northern Syria with his capital, Antioch, 
although Seleucia-in-Pieria remained in the hands of an 
Egyptian garrison—cutting off Seleucid Antioch from its 
communication with the sea. The loss of Northern Syria 
meant, of course, the loss of all the Eastern provinces also. 
In 242-241 the Seleucid counter-attack had apparently reached 
so far south that Seleucus was able to deliver Damascus and 
Orthosia (on the Pheenician coast), which were being besieged 
by Egyptian forces. But an attempt of Seleucus to penetrate 
farther south into Palestine itself led to his meeting with a 
disastrous defeat. Soon after this the two Powers signed a 
peace (about 240 B.c.). For the remaining years of his life, 
nearly twenty in number, Ptolemy Euergetes rested on his 
laurels. The Alexandrine court still had its hand in the 
politics and conflicts of the Mediterranean world. In Crete 
the possession of Itanus continued to give Ptolemy a hold 
upon the island In Greece, after Antigonus Doson had 
become king of Macedonia (229), there was a three-cornered 
contest between Macedonia, the Achzan League, and Sparta. 
Egypt at first gave support to the Achzans, then Ptolemy 
made promises to the Socialist king of Sparta, Cleomenes, 
and induced him to send his mother and his children to 
Alexandria as hostages. But in the end Ptolemy allowed the 
Spartans to be crushed by Antigonus at the battle of Sellasia 
(222). Cleomenes took refuge at Alexandria—a strange 
lion-like figure amongst the courtiers. According to one 
questionable text, Antigonus at the beginning of his reign had 
“subjugated Caria,” ? that is, had driven the Ptolemaic 
garrisons out of that country and substituted garrisons 
of his own. 

But if there were these occasional sputters of war between 
Egyptian forces in some part of the world and the forces of 
some other Power, Ptolemy III. no more himself went out 
to war. Perhaps after the energy of his younger days, he 
had grown fat and easy-going. ‘The neck on his coins looks 
like that of a fat man. According to some later sources 3 
he was given the nickname of Tryphon (“ luxurious,” “ soft- 
living”), which seems odd in the case of a king who appears, 
at any rate, sober and vigorous in contrast with the voluptuary 


' A. J. Reinach, Rev. des Et. Gr., 1911 (p. 392). 
2 'Trogus, Prol. xxviii. 
*'Trogus, Prol. xxvii. and xxx. ; Euseb. i. p. 251, Schoene. 
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who preceded, and the voluptuary who succeeded, him. 
Bouché-Leclercq thought, with great plausibility, that a 
surname belonging to Ptolemy IV. or the other Ptolemy 
Euergetes (Ptolemy VII.) had been wrongly attached to 
Ptolemy III. by some muddle-headed abbreviator or scribe ; 
but the surname has received curious confirmation from a 
demotic inscription, which speaks of ‘‘ Ptlumis who is also 
Trupn.” The inscription seems to belong to the days when 
Ptolemy III. was still only co-king with his father. If so, 
one might conjecture that Tryphon was not a depreciatory 
nickname given to a king at the end of his reign, but the 
personal name of the boy before he acquired the dynastic 
name of Ptolemy! From the fact that no scandalous stories 
are told about the court of Ptolemy III. by the writers who 
dealt in such things it is inferred that his life offered a singular 
example of domestic virtue amongst the kings of his house. 
We never hear of his having any mistresses. Perhaps the 
high-spirited Berenice of Cyrene was a woman of force enough 
to keep her husband to herself. He died in October 221, 
but little over sixty—a natural death, Polybius expressly 
says.2. The crime of hastening his father’s end, which later 
scandal charged upon Ptolemy IV.,? is probably one of which 
that wretched creature was not guilty. Ptolemy III. left 
two sons—the Ptolemy who succeeded him and a son called 
Magas—also a daughter, Arsinoe. Another daughter, 
Berenice, died as a child. Queen Berenice and his brother 
_ Lysimachus survived him. The two brothers seem to have 

lived in mutual confidence. A hieroglyphic inscription 
from Coptos shows Lysimachus to have been governor of a 
province in Upper Egypt in the year 241-240: “ Lady of 
Asher, grant life to Lysimachus, the brother of the sovereigns, 
strategos.” f ; 

When we look at the interior of Egypt during the reign of 
Ptolemy III. we can see that the glory of the Alexandrine 
Museum as a chief centre of Hellenic culture was un- 
diminished. Those were the days when the great savant 
Eratosthenes had charge both of the Library and of the 
education of the boy Ptolemy, the heir to the throne. 

In the Fayaim the population of soldier-colonists received 


1 Spiegelberg, Catalogue Générale du Mus. du Caire, Die demot. 
Denkmiiler, i. No. 31110. Cf. Ernst Meyer, Untersuch. p. 56. 

2 TIrodeuatov voow Tov Biov weradddéavros (Polyb. ii. 71. 8) 

3 Justin, xxix. I. 5. 
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a considerable accession in consequence of Ptolemy’s great 
expedition into Asia. There were not only veterans to be 
rewarded with allotments, but large numbers of soldiers 
who had been fighting in the armies of Seleucus were brought 
back to Egypt as prisoners, and settled on the land.1 These 
were, no doubt, for the most part men of Greek or Macedonian 
stock who would make a home for themselves as happily in 
Egypt as in Asia ; but there were also Jews amongst them, who 
would swell the Jewish element, by this time considerable, 
in Egypt. We find traces of it here and there under Ptolemy 
III. in inscriptions and papyri. On an Egyptian temple in 
the desert near Redesieh in Upper Egypt, amongst the Greek 
votive inscriptions written up on the walls by travellers 
and visitors, we find: ‘‘ Ptolemy the son of Dionysius, a Jew, 
blesses God,” ‘‘ Blessing to God : Theudotus son of Dorion, 
a Jew, saved from the sea.”’? An inscription found in the 
Delta runs : ‘‘ On behalf of king Ptolemy and queen Berenice, 
the Sister and Wife, and their children, the Jews dedicate 
this house of prayer.” ? 

There are indications that the Alexandrine court under 
Ptolemy III. was ready to correct existing institutions with 
a large and enlightened scientific interest. We see this in 
the attempt to reform the calendar. A double attempt 
was made (1) to establish a fixed era from which years 
could be reckoned, instead of their being described simply as 
the such-and-such year of the reigning king—an unscientific 
mode of dating which, as time went on, and the number 
of reigns increased, was bound to become more and more 
inconvenient ; (2) to have a year constant to the seasons. 
Hitherto the year ordinarily in use, both for Greeks and 
Egyptians, was the Egyptian year of 365 days, beginning 
with Thoth 1, though the Greeks commonly put the Mace- 
donian month as well in dating documents. As there was 
no leap-year with an extra day, the Egyptian year slipped one 
day ahead of the season every four years and would move 
round the whole natural year in a period of 1460 years. A 
feast celebrated on a certain date of the artificial year would 
at one time be a midwinter festival, and 730 years later 
have become a midsummer one. 

To remedy the first inconvenience, the year 311 was taken 

Laixuddwrou ard ris Acta le, ii 
: pe. he au a s (Petrie, ii. p. 99). 
5 Bull. Alex. 4th fasc. (1902), pp. 48 ff. 
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as a fixed era—the year of the death of the boy Alexander. 
This year was already used as a fixed era in Phcenicia and 
by the Babylonians, and later on, years were reckoned gener- 
ally in the Seleucid realm from 312—a slight modification 
of the earlier practice, taking the return of Seleucus to 
Babylon, not the death of the young Alexander, as the starting- 
point. ‘The coins of Ptolemy III. give the year as reckoned 
from 311, not the regnal year of Ptolemy III. From the 
fact that the era chosen is one already in use in Greek Asia, 
we may see a design on the part of the Alexandrine court to 
establish a system of dating to be valid all over the Hellen- 
istic world. But it was to be many centuries yet before the 
peoples of European culture had this rational convenience— 
not till the general acceptance of a.D. 1 as the starting-point 
‘of universal chronology. 

To remedy the other inconvenience, the shifting relation 
between the Egyptian year and the natural year, Greek science 
at Alexandria was quite advanced enough to know that what 
was wanted was an extra day intercalated every fourth year. 
An attempt was made under Ptolemy III. to carry this, too, 
into effect. We know of it, because the decree of the 
Egyptian priesthood establishing the new system for their 
sacred year has been preserved for us. It is improbable 
that the Egyptian priesthood by themselves would ever have 
thought of instituting this rational change. We may, I think, 
believe that it came from a Greek brain at Alexandria and 
was supported by the royal will.1_ Yet in this particular, too, 
Ptolemy III., owing to the unworthiness of his successors, 
was before his time. To get a reformed calendar, the world 
would have to wait for Julius Cesar. 

The state-cult at Alexandria received further development 
after Ptolemy’s return from the East. Ptolemy III. and 
Berenice were now associated as the “ Benefactor Gods ” 


1 Strack, G.G.A. for 1900, No. 8, p. 648, and Wilcken, Ostr. i. 
p. 783, incline to believe that the Egyptian priests should have credit 
for initiating the reform. It is true that the astronomical knowledge 
handed down in the Egyptian priesthood was, if less scientific than 
the Greek, at any rate sufficient for them to have hit on the plan 
of a leap-year. It is rather the conservatism characteristic of all 
priesthoods in regard to established religious institutions, and of 
the Egyptian priesthood pre-eminently, which makes it more likely 
that they decreed the reform owing to a royal order than of their own 
motion. The decree itself represents the reform as having been made 


by the Benefactor Gods. 
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(cot Evepyérar) with Alexander and the ‘“‘ Brother-and- 
Sister Gods.” An official document of the year 240-239 
is dated: ‘‘ In the reign of Ptolemy, the son of Ptolemy and 
Arsinoe, Brother-and-Sister Gods, in the 8th year, Ono- 
mastus son of Pyrgon being Priest of Alexander and of 
the Brother-and-Sister Gods and of the Benefactor Gods, 
Archestrate daughter of Ctesides being Kanephoros of Arsinoe 
Philadelphus....”’1 The cult of the Saviour Gods 
(Ptolemy Soter and Berenice I.) remained still distinct, its 
priest not being mentioned in the dating of documents. 

Perhaps under the third Ptolemy more systematic attempts . 
were made to win or confirm the loyalty of the natives, to 
persuade them that the foreign king was as good as a Pharaoh. 
At least there are signs of the court trying to attach the 
Egyptian priesthood to their interests. The great document 
in this connexion is the Decree of Canopus, of which three 
copies inscribed on stone are extant.. One was found in 1866 
amongst the remains of the ancient town of Tanis ; the hiero- 
glyphic text of the decree stands above, and the Greek text 
below ; the demotic text is engraved round the edge: this 
stone is now in Cairo. A second copy, also with hiero- 
glyphic, Greek, and demotic texts, was found in 1881, which 
is also in Cairo. A third and very damaged copy, found at 
Cairo, is now in the Louvre. The decree is one passed by a 
synod of Egyptian priests from all Egypt gathered at Canopus 
in March 237.7 

As in Mahaffy’s History, a complete translation of the 
document follows : 

“In the reign of Ptolemy, son of Ptolemy and Arsinoe, 
Brother-and-Sister Gods, year 9, Apollonides son of Moschion 
being priest of Alexander and the Brother-and-Sister Gods 
and the Benefactor Gods, Menecrateia daughter of Phil- 
ammon being Kanephoros of Arsinoe Philadelphos, on the 7th 
of (the month) Apellaios, but of the Egyptians the 17th of 
Tybi.® Decree. The chief priests and the prophets and those 
who enter the inner shrine for the robing of the gods and the 
feather-bearers and the sacred scribes and the rest of the 
priests who came together from the temples throughout 
the land for the 5th of Dios, on which the birth-feasts of the 
king are celebrated, and for the 25th of the same month, on 
which he received the sovereignty from his father, in formal 


1 Hibeh, 89. * Ernst Meyer, Untersuch. zx. Chron. p. 69. 
3 March 6, 237 B.c. 
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assembly on this day in the temple of the Benefactor Gods 
in Canopus? declared :—Since king Ptolemy son of Ptolemy 
and Arsinoe, Brother-and-Sister Gods, and Berenice, his 
sister and wife, Benefactor Gods, are continually performing 
many great benefits to the national temples, and increasing 
the honours of the gods, and in every respect take good care 
of Apis and Mnevis and the other renowned sacred animals 
with great expense and good appointments; and the sacred 
images carried off from the land by the Persians, the king, 
having made a foreign campaign, recovered into Egypt, 
and restored to the temples from which each of them had 
been carried away ; and has kept the land in peace, defending 
it with arms against many nations and their sovereigns ; 
and afford? (sic) good government to all that dwell in the 
land and to all others who are subject to their sovereignty ; 
and when the river once failed to rise sufficiently and all in 
the land were in despair at what had occurred, and called to 
mind the disasters which had occurred under some of the 
former kings, when it happened that the inhabitants of the 
land suffered from want of inundation; (they) protecting 
with care both those that dwelt in the temples and the other 
inhabitants, with much forethought, and foregoing not a 
little of their revenue for the sake of saving life, sending for 
corn for the country from Syria, Phoenicia, Cyprus, and 
many other lands at high prices, saved the dwellers in Egypt, 
thus bequeathing an immortal benefaction, and the greatest 
record of their own merit both to this and future generations, 
in requital for which the gods have given them their royalty 
well established,? and will give them all other good things for 
all time. WITH THE FAVOUR OF FORTUNE: It is decreed by 
the priests throughout the country: to increase the pre- 
existing honours paid in the temples to king Ptolemy and 
queen Berenice, Benefactor Gods, and to their parents the Gods 
Adelphoi, and to their grandparents the Saviour Gods, and that 
the priests in each of the temples throughout the country 
shall be entitled in addition Priests of the Benefactor Gods, 
and that there be inserted on all their documents, and added 


1 Probably the temple of Osiris, built by Ptolemy ITI. and Berenice, 
in which they would be otvvao. See p. 214. | - 

2“ The plural nom. (king and queen) is here silently resumed. —M. 

2“ The order of the words makes evarafovcay a second predicate, so 
that it may mean ‘ have granted that their royalty be well established, 
perhaps an indication that the reverse case was a threatening possi- 


bility.’—M. 
14 
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to the engraving of the rings which they wear, the priesthood 
of the Benefactor Gods, and that there be constituted in 
addition to the now existing 4 tribes of the community of 
the priests in each temple another, to be entitled the fifth 
tribe of the Benefactor Gods, since it also happened with good 
fortune that the birth of king Ptolemy, son of the Brother- 
and-Sister Gods, took place on the fifth of Dios, which was 
the beginning of many good things for all mankind; and 
that into this tribe be enrolled the priests born! since the 
first year and those to be entered among them up to the 
month Mesore in the gth year, and their offspring for ever, 
but that the pre-existing priests up to the first year shall 
remain in the tribes in which they were, and likewise that 
their children shall henceforth be enrolled in the tribes of 
their fathers ; and that instead of the 20 Councillor priests 
chosen each year from the pre-existing 4 tribes, of whom 5 
are taken from each tribe, the Councillor priests shall be 25, 
an additional 5 being chosen from the 5th tribe of the Bene- 
factor Gods; and that the members of the 5th tribe of the 
Benefactor Gods shall share in the holy offices and everything 
else in the temples, and that there shall be a phylarch thereof, 
as is the case with the other tribes. AND since there are 
celebrated every month in the temples feasts of the Benefactor 
Gods according to the previous decree, viz. the 1st and gth 
and 25th, and to the other supreme gods are performed 
yearly national feasts and solemn assemblies, there shall be 
kept yearly a national solemn assembly both in the temples 
and throughout all the land to king Ptolemy and queen 
Berenice, Benefactor Gods, on the day when the star of Isis 
rises, which is held in the sacred books to be the new year, 
and is now in this gth year kept on the 1st of the month 
Payni, on which the little Bubastia and the great Bubastia 
are celebrated, and the gathering of the crops and the rise of 
the river takes place ; but if it happen that the rising of the 
star changes to another day in 4 years, the feast shall not be 
changed, but shall still be kept on the 1st of Payni, on which 
it was originally held in the gth year, and it shall last for 5 
days with wearing of crowns and sacrifices and libations and 
the other suitable observances ; AND in order that the seasons 


+“ Krall (Studien, etc., ii. 49) points out that the hieroglyphic text 
of this word yeyevyjuevous reads: [the priests] ‘whom the king has 


inducted into the temples,’ thus confessing the supremacy of the 
crown.”’—M. 
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may correspond regularly according to the establishment of 
the world, and in order that it may not occur that some of 
the national feasts kept in winter may come to be kept in 
summer, the sun changing one day in every four years, and 
that other feasts now kept in summer may come to be kept in 
winter in future times, as has formerly happened, and now 
would happen if the arrangement of the year remained of 
360 days, and the five additional days added; from now 
onward one day, a feast of the Benefactor Gods, shall be 
added every four years to the five additional days before the 
new year, in order that all may know that the former defect 
in the arrangement of the seasons and the year and the 
received opinions concerning the whole arrangement of the 
ae has been corrected and made good by the Benefactor 
ods. 

“And since it happened that the daughter born of king 
Ptolemy and queen Berenice, Benefactor Gods, and called 
Berenice, who was also forthwith declared Basilissa) being 
yet a virgin, passed away suddenly into the everlasting world,” 
while the priests who came together to the king every year 
from the country were yet with him, who forthwith made 
great lamentation at the occurrence, and having petitioned 
the king and queen, persuaded them to settle the goddess 
with Osiris in the temple in Canopus, which is not only among 
the temples of first rank, but is among those most honoured 
by the king and all in the country *—and the procession of the 
sacred boat of Osiris to this temple takes place yearly from 
the temple in the Heracleion on the 29th of Choiach, when 
all those of the first-class temples contribute sacrifices upon 
the altars established by them on both sides of the way—and 
after this they performed the ceremonies of her deification 
and the conclusion of the mourning with pomp and circum- 
stance, as is the custom in the case of Apis and Mnevis. 
IT IS DECREED: to perform everlasting honours to queen 


1 Whilst the title basileus is never given in Ptolemaic Egypt to any 
one but a reigning king, the title basilissa is given by special favour to 
royal princesses who are not, in our sense of the word, queens, e.g. 
to Philotera (Dittenberger, O.G.J., No. 35). ; 

2“'The form of the sentence would lead us to think that she died 
in her earliest infancy, but this seems not to be the case, for there 
is a green vase extant with the inscription few evepyerwy Bepevixns 
Baowwoons ayabys ruvxns (Strack, No. 48), which is referred to this 
princess.” —M. 

ce par2iay 
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Berenice, daughter of the Benefactor Gods, in all the temples 
of the land; and since she passed away to the gods in the 
month Tybi, in which also the daughter of the Sun‘ in the 
beginning departed this life, whom her loving father some- 
times called his diadem, sometimes his sight, and they cele- 
brate to her a feast and a boat-procession in most of the 
first-rank temples in this month, in which her apotheosis 
originally took place—f[it is decreed] to perform to queen 
Berenice also, daughter of the Benefactor Gods, in all the 
temples of the land in the month Tybi a feast, a boat-pro- 
cession for four days from the 17th, in which the procession 
and concluding of the mourning originally took place ; also 
to fashion a sacred image of her, gold and jewelled, in each 
of the first and second rank temples, and set it up in the 
(inner) shrine, which the prophet or those of the priests who 
enter the adytum for the robing of the gods shall bear in his 
arms, when the going abroad and feasts of the other gods 
take place, in order that being seen by all it may be honoured 
and worshipped as that of Berenice, Lady of Virgins; AND 
that the royal headgear placed upon her image, differing from 
that set upon the head of her mother queen Berenice, shall 
consist of two ears of corn, in the midst of which shall be the 
asp-shaped crown, and behind this a suitable papyrus-shaped 
sceptre, such as goddesses are wont to hold in their hands, 
about which also the tail of the asp-crown shall be wound, 
so that the sign marking the name of Berenice, according to 
the symbolic system of the sacred script, shall be taken from 
the design of her royal headgear; and when the Kikellia? are 
celebrated in the month Choiach before the second cruise of 
Osiris, the maidens and the priests shall prepare another 
image of Berenice, Lady of Virgins, to which they shall 
perform likewise a sacrifice and the other observances per- 
formed at this feast, and it shall be lawful in the same way for 
any other maidens that choose to perform the customary 
observances to the goddess ;* and that she shall be hymned 


1 The Egyptian goddess 'Tafne. 

2 The Kikellia are mentioned by Epiphanius (ii. p. 482, Dindorf) 
as the feast at Alexandria corresponding with the Saturnalia at Rome. 

3“ Tt seems to me probable that there were some duties established 
for maidens coming of age to this deified princess—at least, if my 
restoration of the Grenfell Papyri I. xvii. 1.11 be correct, evmdtKor de | 
[ners yevo]uevac ta Kabykovra Ten Pear Bepevexne xupe | [ar rapbevwr] 
cdwkauwev ev Tw X L, etc. It is an objection, but not a strong one, 
that if so, xvpia is substituted for avacca, the term in the decree.”—M. 
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also by the chosen sacred maidens who are in service to the 
gods, and they shall put on them the several royal headgears 
of the gods whose priestesses they are wont to be ; and when 
the early! harvest is at hand, the sacred maidens shall carry 
up ? ears of corn which are to be set before the image of 
the goddess ; and that the singing men and the women shall 
sing to her by day, in the feasts and assemblies of the remaining 
gods also, whatever hymns the sacred scribes, having composed, 
may hand over to the teacher of choirs, of which also copies 
shall be entered in the sacred books; and seeing that the 
rations (of corn) are given to the priests out of the sacred 
property, when they are brought to the whole caste, there 
shall be given to the daughters of the priests from the sacred 


Fic. 33 Fic. 34 


Two Sides (asps and ears of corn) of the Head-dress of the 
young Berenice, from the M‘Gregor collection 


revenues, (counting) from whatever day they may be born, 
the maintenance determined by the councillor priests in each 
of the temples ; in proportion to the sacred revenues ; and 
the bread served out to the wives of the priests shall have a 
peculiar shape, and be called the bread of Berenice. The 
person appointed overseer and high priest in each of the 
temples and the scribes of the temple shall copy this decree 
on a stone or bronze stele in hieroglyphics, in Egyptian,* and 
in Greek, and shall set it up in the most conspicuous place 

1 Our two texts have respectively (A) mpowpiuos, (B) mpwrwos. In 
neither case is the meaning clear. , 

2‘ Carry up,” because the temples in 
above the cornfields. : 

3“ Peyptian,” that is, demotic. 


Egypt are on higher ground 
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in the first, second, and third rank temples, in order that the 
priests throughout the land may show that they honour the 
Benefactor Gods and their children, as is just.” 

It would be an important point, if the view of some 
scholars could be proved, that, whilst in the case of the 
Rosetta Decree (forty-three years later) the Egyptian text 
is the original and the Greek text is a translation, the Canopic 
Decree, on the other hand, was originally drawn up in Greek, 
and the Egyptian text is a translation. This would show a 
notable increase of the authority of the Egyptian priesthood 
in the interval. But the question which text is original, and 
which translation, will perhaps never be capable of a sure _ 
answer. Mahaffy held that the Canopic Decree, too, had 
originally been drawn up in Egyptian. It is conceivable, 
of course, that the texts might have been prepared by 
Egyptian priests and Greek officials working together, in which 
case one phrase might have been first suggested by the Greeks 
and another phrase by the Egyptians ; it is also possible that a 
draft of what the court wanted said was supplied to the priests 
in Greek and expanded by them into a fuller form in Egyptian, 
which was retranslated into Greek ; or the other way round, 
that the priests first submitted to the court a rough draft, 
which was expanded by Greek court secretaries, and re- 
translated into Egyptian. In fact, when so many suppositions 
are possible, to discuss the question as if we knew for certain 
that it was a plain case of one side drawing up the document 
as it is, and the other side translating it, is academic unreality. 

The second Ptolemy, as was said, has left few traces of 
himself as a builder or restorer of Egyptian temples. His son 
has left more. He must have built a new temple to Osiris 
in Canopus—the temple, probably, in which the Synod of 
priests met ; and he must have founded it early in his reign, 
if the Synod met there in 237. A gold plate laid, according to 
a frequent practice, between some of the foundation stones, 
has come to light again. It is inscribed in Greek, ‘“ King 
Ptolemy, son of Ptolemy and Arsinoe, Brother-and-Sister 
Gods, and queen Berenice, his Sister and Wife, dedicate the 
precinct to Osiris.” The naos of the temple of Isis at Philz, 
which had been very nearly finished by Ptolemy II., was com- 
pleted by Ptolemy III. Its big northern pylon has over it 
an inscription in Greek stating that king Ptolemy, queen 
Berenice, and their children dedicate the naos to Isis and 

1 Q0,G.I., No. 60, 
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Harpocrates.!_ On the neighbouring island of Biggeh there 
are temple ruins on which the name of Ptolemy III. is found 


2 ft coarse eeteresd 


Fic. 35.—Pylon of Ptolemy III. at Karnak 


associated with that of old native kings. At Aswan the 
facade of a small temple dedicated to Isis-Sothis shows 


1'The fact that Ptolemy and Berenice do not call themselves 
“‘ Benefactor Gods ” makes it likely that the inscription belongs to the 
earlier years of their reign, 
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two Pharaonic figures which the hieroglyphs declare to 
represent Ptolemy and Berenice. Another small temple 
put up by Ptolemy III. at Esneh would have been particularly 
interesting, because its walls contained the ecclesiastical 
scribe’s account of the king’s campaigns in Asia—an Egyptian 
parallel to the Greek monument of Adulis ; the little temple, 
however, was “destroyed in this [z.e. the roth] century 
by an enterprising pasha” (M.). On the great remaining 
pylon at Karnak, Ptolemy III. is portrayed, and in this case 
the priestly artist, by an unusual departure from sacred 
tradition, shows him dressed, not as an ancient Pharaoh, but 
in a costume evidently intended to represent the Greek robe 
which he really wore. But the most imposing monument 
which remains of the third Ptolemy as a temple-builder is the 
vast temple of Apollonopolis Magna (Edfu), the most per- 
fectly preserved of all Egyptian temples. It was dedicated 
to the local god, Horus, whom the Greeks identified with 
their Apollo, and the foundation of it was laid on the 7th of 
Epiph in the tenth year of the king (August 23, 237) in the 
presence of the king himself. But a work planned on this 
scale could not be carried out in a single reign. It was not 
till the reign of the twelfth Ptolemy, some hundred and eighty 
years later, that the temple of Edfu received its final additions. 


CHAPTER VII 
PTOLEMY IV., PHILOPATOR (221-203 B.c.) 


WITHIN a short time of each other the three great Macedonian 
kingdoms came all into the hands of young men. Antiochus 
IIT. succeeded to the Seleucid realm in 223, aged eighteen ; 
Ptolemy IV. succeeded to the Egyptian throne in 221, aged 


Fic. 36.—Coin of Ptolemy IV. (gold) 


about twenty-three ;1 Philip V. succeeded to the kingdom of 
Macedonia in 220, aged seventeen. From the various char- 
acters and ambitions of these three young men, a new distri- 
bution of power in the Mediterranean world could not fail 
to result. Their reigns mark an epoch in another way. 


1“ His parents were married in 246 B.C., immediately upon his 
father’s accession; but his sudden departure for Syria makes it 
likely that he did not .beget a son till his return, probably in his 
third year. Had he left his young wife enceinte, and had this son 
been born in his absence, I think it very probable the poem of Calli- 
machus (the Coma Berenices) would have contained some allusion 
to it. I suppose, then, that Philopator was twenty-two, not twenty- 
four, as the historians assume” (M.). Yet this reasoning would not 
hold, if Berenice paid visits to her husband when he was at the 
front, as the interpretation of the Gurob papyrus, for which I argue 


above, supposes, 
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The world in which their reigns began was the Greco- 
Macedonian world as it had been constituted by the con- 
quests of Alexander the Great; the world in which they 


Fic. 37.—Another Coin of Ptolemy IV. (gold) 


ended was a new world over which was flung the shadow of 
Rome. 

Antiochus III. inherited his paternal realm in a state of 
ruin and disintegration ; Ptolemy IV. received from his father 
the Ptolemaic realm strongly knit and powerful—Ceele-Syria, 
Cyrene, and Cyprus firmly attached to it; its navy still 
giving it the command of many islands in the Aigean, of 
Gallipoli, and the parts of Thrace round Anus and Maronea ; 


Fic. 38.—Coin of Arsinoe Philopator (gold) 


its prestige still high among the states of Greece. Yet, owing 
to the different character of the two young men, in twenty 
years’ time the relative standing of the two houses had been 
reversed. Antiochus III., if he hardly deserved the surname 
of “ the Great ”’ which came to be attached to him in popular 
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From the bust in the Museum of Fine Arts, Boston 
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parlance! had, at any rate, the adventurous fighting vein 
of his race, and by a somewhat happy-go-lucky campaigning 
energy in the first twenty years of his reign he had restored 
the authority of his house over most of its old territories 
from the AEgean to the Hindu-kush ; Ptolemy IV. brought 
down Egypt, before he died, to a condition of feebleness and 
humiliation from which it never again rose to the proud 
position it had held under the first three Macedonian kings. 
From his reign onward, the history of Ptolemaic Egypt is 
marked by the growing power of the native element within, 
and the diminishing power of Egypt, as a factor in international 
politics, without. 

There have been princes whose nature was corrupted by 
the enjoyment of despotic power, but Ptolemy IV. came to the 
throne already corrupted. He cast back to his grandfather, 
the dilettante and voluptuary, but he reproduced his grand- 
father’s vices in a more extravagant form, without the serious 
intellectual interests which gave a touch of greatness to 
the second Ptolemy. ‘The grandson not only followed ease 
and pleasure, but he was indifferent to the character of the 
people whom he allowed to direct the affairs of the kingdom, 
so long as they provided him the means for a life of literary 
and esthetic sensuality and saved him the trouble of governing. 
The man who really governed the Ptolemaic realm during 
the reign of Ptolemy Philopator was an Alexandrine, Sosibius, 
son of Dioscurides.2 In the year 235-234 he had held 
one of the posts of highest dignity in the kingdom, the priest- 
hood of Alexander, of the Brother-and-Sister Gods, and of the 
Benefactor Gods at Alexandria,* so that his name had been 
used in that year for the dating of documents all over the 
realm. Polybius admits that he had ability of a kind—a 
“cunning and world-practised old scoundrel ” (oxetos éyxivouv 


1 Officially, ‘‘ the Great ’’ was not a surname attached to him, like 
the surnames, Nicator, Soter, Theos, Kallinikos attached to his 
predecessors ; it was a modification of his title, “‘ Great King,” 
instead of “‘ King,” after his reconquest of Babylonia and the East. 

2 One would naturally suppose that Sosibius was diotketes, were it 
not that (if Edgar is right) another man, Theogenes, is found as 
diotketes in the fifth year and following years of Philopator (Annales, 
xx. p. 198). It is possible that the power of Sosibius was not based 
on his official position but on his personal ascendancy over the king ; 
in that case the official dioiketes would have been his creature. 

* Rev. Egypt. i. p. 134. It seems very unlikely that the Sosibius, 
son of Dioscurides, named as priest of that year, was a different 
person from the notorious Sosibius. 
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kat moXdvxpdviov), he calls him. If Sosibius wanted 
power, he had it, when the young Ptolemy became king. 
His sinister ambition would encounter no obstacles from a 
creature of this mould. But there were other members of 
the royal family! There was the king’s uncle Lysimachus ; 
there was the old queen Berenice, not, as we know from her 
record in girlhood, a woman to be trifled with; and there 
was the king’s more manly younger brother, Magas, the idol of 
the soldiers. All these must be put out of the way. A mere 
Alexandrine, however highly placed in the civil service, could 
not, of course, touch a hair of the head of a member of the 
royal house, unless the king could be got to give the 
order. But with such a minister as Sosibius, and such a 
king as Ptolemy Philopator, even this could be done. Love 
of ease, wine, lasciviousness, literary dilettantism, had so 
swallowed up in this young degenerate every natural affec- 
tion that he did, at the suggestion of Sosibius, in order to 
remove uncomfortable agitations from his life, have his uncle, 
his brother, and his mother killed. It was arranged that 
when young Magas was having a bath, scalding water should 
be poured over him;! the old queen, Berenice of Cyrene, 
whose hair was among the stars, was poisoned. 

Another person whom Sosibius thought it well to remove 
was the Spartan king, Cleomenes, a refugee, as we have seen, 
at Alexandria. Although Ptolemy Euergetes had paid him 
every honour—as one soldier to another—and had put up 
a statue of him at Olympia, the basis of which has been dis- 
covered,” Cleomenes had become impatient, when he found 
that promises to send him back to Greece with a Ptolemaic 
force were always made, but never carried out. When the 
new king came to the throne, and Cleomenes found it im- 
possible to make him take the faintest interest 1n foreign 
affairs, he grew desperate. Sosibius feared his influence 
with the mercenary soldiers, thousands of whom were regularly 
stationed at Alexandria. Many of them were Peloponnesians 
and Cretans, and the prestige of the Spartan king was very 
high amongst them. Cleomenes having spoken unadvisedly 

: to do this is called Theogos in our texts of 
Pree (be ioe, Alex. libell., ed. O. Crusius, No. 13): 
Edgar suggests that he is identical with a Theogenes whom he thinks 
to have been dioiketes in the early years of Philopator (Bull. Alex., 


No. 19, p. 117). 
2 Strack, No. 42. 
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with his lips, Sosibius had him and thirteen other Spartans, 
who were with him, interned. At a time when the court 
was temporarily at Canopus, Cleomenes and others effected 
their escape from confinement, and rushing through the 
streets of Alexandria, with daggers in their hands, called 
upon the people to rise, like true Greeks, in the name of 
liberty and establish a free state in place of the Ptolemaic 
despotism. The Alexandrines looked strangely upon the 
group of excited, vociferating men, as curious eccentrics. 
When the Spartans saw that they could not escape recapture, 
except by death, they gave an exhibition of the Spartan way, 
and turned their daggers upon each other or themselves. 
The wife and children of Cleomenes, who were ‘left in the 
hands of Ptolemy, Sosibius caused to be put to death (January 
or February, 219). 

Side by side with Sosibius was a trio of very unsavoury 
character, who, in collusion with the astute old Alexandrine, 
ruled the voluptuary upon the throne—the handsome and 
vicious young man, Agathocles, his handsome sister Agatho- 
clea, and their horrible mother Ginanthe. With people of 
this kind supreme in the kingdom, the prestige of Egypt 
in the Levant quickly sank to nothing. Already in 220 we 
find the inhabitants of the Cyclades, when harassed by Illyrian 
pirates, turning for help, not to their old protector, the king of 
Egypt, but to Rhodes. 

About the same time in Crete, where the Ptolemaic 
influence had been so strong, we find the cities in 
conflict looking elsewhere for allies. Yet Egypt continued 
to hold Itanus,? and Ptolemy Philopator supplied means 
to Gortyna for beginning new fortifications? Ptolemaic 
garrisons continued all through the reign of Ptolemy IV. to 
hold certain regions in and round the AXgean; Ptolemaic 
officials gathered tribute from them for Alexandria—coast 
districts of Lycia, Caria, Thrace, the great port of Ephesus, 
the islands of Thera, Samos, and Lesbos.’ Even Seleucia, at 
the mouth of the Orontes, was still occupied by a Ptolemaic 
garrison in the spring of 219. It must have been rather the 
want of the will to act, than the want of power, which men 
took for granted in the Egyptian court under its present 
régime. 

1 Polyb. iv. 19. 8. 
* A. J. Reinach, Rev. Et. Gr., 1911, p. 400, inscr. of 217 B.C. 
3 Strabo, x. p. 478. 4 Chrest., No. 2. 


PTOLEMY IV., PHILOPATOR 223 


Even before he took up the inheritance of his father, it 
seems to have been generally known in the Greek world what 
kind of man the young Ptolemy was. For it must have been 
in the very same year in which Ptolemy Euergetes died (221) 
that the young Antiochus came hammering at the fortresses 
in the Lebanon which guarded the entrance into Ceele- 
Syria from the north; and Polybius tells us that he was 
persuaded by his chief minister Hermias to attempt, before 
anything else, the conquest of Ccele-Syria—the country to 
which for eighty years the house of Seleucus had asserted its 
claim in vain—on the very ground of the known slackness 
(paGvpia) of the new king of Egypt.!. The Ptolemaic army, 
however, was still commanded by efficient officers. An 
fEtolian, Theodotus, who held the supreme command in 
Ceele-Syria, had put the Lebanon fortresses in a proper state 
of defence, and the first assaults upon them by the Seleucid 
army failed. Before Antiochus could push the attack home, 
he was obliged to give up the expedition and hasten with his 
army eastwards to engage the rebel satrap of Media, Timar- 
chus, in Babylonia. A respite was granted to Egypt. 

The respite lasted nearly two years, during which time 
Antiochus was busy re-establishing the authority of his house 
in Media. Meantime, after the attack on Ccele-Syria, there 
must have been.a state of enmity, if not of active war, between 
Syria and Egypt. It was during this interval that a complica- 
tion took place in the Seleucid realm, in which the Alexan- 
drine court could not help being interested. Achzeus, who 
governed Asia Minor for the house of Seleucus, and who was 
both first cousin and brother-in-law to the king, renounced 
his allegiance and declared himself an independent sovereign. 
Egypt might have been expected to support him after his 
revolt, as the enemy of its enemy ; Achzus had, even before 
his revolt, been accused (Polybius holds falsely accused) 
of secret correspondence with Alexandria. ‘There was a 
further reason which led to correspondence between Achzus 
and the Alexandrine court. At some moment in the course 
of his war with the Seleucid Power, we do not know when, 
Ptolemy Euergetes had taken prisoner a person of very high 
standing indeed, Andromachus, the father of Acheus. 
Andromachus’ sister, Laodice, was the queen of Seleucus II. 
and mother of Antiochus III. When Ptolemy Euergetes 
died, Andromachus was still a prisoner in Egypt. Since 

1 Polyb. v. 42. 4. 
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Achzus had long shown great anxiety to secure his father’s 
release, Sosibius naturally regarded the captive Macedonian 
grandee as a very valuable piece to play in the political game. 
He had, perhaps, before the revolt of Achzus, tried to strike 
a bargain with him—the release of Andromachus as the price 
of Achzus deserting the Seleucid cause. When Achzus 
had once revolted, pushed by other circumstances, and without 
having made any compact with Egypt, there was the less 
reason to let Andromachus go. Sosibius was, indeed, very 
unwilling to part with such a valuable asset. However, the 
Rhodians now exerted themselves zealously as intercessors 
on behalf of Achzus, and when Rhodes desired anything 
strongly, Alexandria was likely to be accommodating. Andro- 
machus was delivered over to the Rhodians, who escorted 
him back to Asia Minor. But the Alexandrine court did not 
make any alliance with Acheus. It preferred to wait and 
see the issue of the conflict between the two cousins in the 
Seleucid realm. 

When Antiochus came back victorious from the East, it was 
not against Achzeus, it was against Egypt that he first turned. 
In the spring of 219 he renewed the attack he had abandoned 
in 221. A force was sent under Theodotus “ One-and-a- 
half,’ 1 the namesake of the Atolian who commanded in 
Ceele-Syria for Ptolemy, to clear the passes through the 
Lebanon, whilst Antiochus himself moved to the walls of 
his ancestral city, Seleucia-in-Pieria, to recover it from 
Ptolemaic occupation and remove the shame of twenty years. 
When Antiochus began assaulting its strong fortifications, 
there were so many in the city ready to co-operate with the 
Seleucid king, that Leontius, who commanded the garri- 
son for Ptolemy, did not dare to prolong resistance and 
surrendered. 

Antiochus was still in Seleucia when he received a letter 
from the other Theodotus, the /Etolian governor of Ccele- 
Syria, who had barred the passes against him two years before. 
Theodotus had found, soon after, that the Alexandrine court 
regarded him as a person to be got rid of. In a narrow escape 
he had from death, Theodotus had suspected the hand of 
Sosibius. The court had already sent to Greece for another 
/Etolian condottiere, Nicolaus, to supersede him. ‘The 
difficulty of the Alexandrine court was that, while it desired 


* We are not told the meaning of the nickname. Conjectures are 
to be found in Bouché-Leclercgq, i. 295, note 2. 
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to get efficient military men for its money, it was immediately 
afraid of any commander who gained credit and influence 
at Alexandria by his services. The only expedient seemed to 
be to hire efficient officers, but change them rapidly, before 
they had time to assert dangerous ambitions. After his 
success in Ceele-Syria, Theodotus must go. Theodotus 
forestalled the court by occupying Ptolemais and Tyre with 
men he could trust, and writing to Antiochus, offering to 
put the two cities in his hands. It was not long before the 
Seleucid army was in Palestine. Antiochus marched along 
the coast and took possession of Tyre and Ptolemais. 
Nicolaus, who had arrived and taken over the command in 
Ceele-Syria for Ptolemy, still held the interior and some cities 
on the coast, such as Sidon, Arados; and Dora. 

These events in Syria took the court by surprise. Sosibius 
and the palace cabal saw that unless they now took drastic 
action the Seleucid king might come so near as to blast their 
voluptuous paradise for good. Self-interest quickened their 
wits and energies. ‘The defection of Theodotus made them 
feverishly suspicious. A distinguished Greek painter of the 
day, employed in Alexandria, narrowly escaped having his 
head cut off, as a supposed accomplice of the traitor’s.1 

They saw that they must create an Egyptian army capable 
of meeting the practised troops of Antiochus. That in itself 
was not a difficult thing to do for any Power as rich as Egypt. 
The court could hire the best military experts of the day and 
commission them to put the disorganized forces of the realm 
through a thorough training and take command of them in the 
field.2 It could increase the size of the army by fresh re- 
cruitment on a large scale. Only all this required time, and 
Antiochus was at the doors. The problem for the Alexan- 


1 Lucian (Calumn. 2-4) calls the painter Apelles. Whether this 
was his real name, or whether Lucian confuses him with the famous 
Apelles of the time of Alexander the Great, is doubtful. 

2 Mahaffy thought it incredible that three years after the death 
of Euergetes the Egyptian army can have been in such a helpless 
condition, unless Euergetes himself in his old age had let it down. 
But Egypt seems to have still kept a considerable army in its service 
during the early years of Ptolemy IV.; and it was not so much that 
the men were wanting as that discipline and training had been allowed 
to slide ; three years would have been enough in these circumstances 
to reduce the army to a state of inefficiency and disorganization. 
It is quite understandable that the Alexandrine court should at the 
crisis have increased the numbers of the army by fresh recruitment, 
as well as taken in hand the training of the existing forces. 


us, 
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drine court was, therefore, to keep Antiochus in play by 
negotiations till the Egyptian army was ready. The first 
thing was to prevent his invading Egypt straight away in 
219. The available forces were concentrated at Pelusium 
under the ostensible command of the young king present 
in person,! and the canals connected up with the river in a 
way to make them serve as lines of defence. 

Antiochus did not yet advance on Egypt. When the 
winter 219-218 approached, he was still master of little in 
Ceele-Syria, except the coast, and, even there, he had not 
succeeded in dislodging Nicolaus from Dora. The Alex- 
andrine court now opened negotiations and led Antiochus 
to believe that it was almost ready to accept such terms as 
Antiochus might wish to impose. Antiochus agreed to an 
armistice of four months, and returned for the winter to 
Seleucia-in-Pieria. During the winter, negotiations between 
the two courts continued, and to make them still more com- 
plicated, the Alexandrine court induced a number of Greek 
states to intervene as mediators. Sosibius was even clever 
enough to turn to account Ptolemy’s notorious inertia; he 
used it as a means for creating in Antiochus a false confidence. 
At Alexandria the winter was one of unparalleled activity— 
camps of soldiers being drilled by Greek officers who had had 
experience of real war under the last two kings of Macedonia, 
material of war being manufactured and prepared, fresh 
mercenaries pouring in’ from overseas. The foreign envoys 
who came to Egypt were not allowed to come as far as Alex- 
andria, to see what-was going on there; the court took u 
its residence for the winter at Memphis—through which, as 
Mahafty was fond of pointing out, the regular road from Syria 
to Alexandria ran—and it was there that foreign ambassadors 
were entertained. In that ancient inland town, amongst its 
groves of palms, there were no signs of anything like war. 

Polybius gives us to understand that the Ptolemaic army 


1'This detail is given us by a Frankfurt papyrus—the enteuois 
sent in later to the king by a soldier who says, “‘ I went with you, 
O king, on active service in the 3rd year to Pelusium, in the 4th year 
to the Bubastite nome, and in the 5th year to Syria.” (The man 
against whom the soldier appeals was also a soldier who in 217 
had got himself appointed to a post in the army at home in order not 
to have to go on active service to Syria, an embusqué—perhaps an 
indication of that decay of morale in the army which had taken place 
since the accession of Philopator.) Lewald, Sitzungsb. d. Heidelberger 
Akad. d. Wiss., 1920, Abhandl. 14. 
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was reorganized from top to bottom. The old cadres were 
broken up, and the men redistributed, according as they 
were specially adapted by their race or their age to the use of 
some particular arm—the sarissa of the phalangite, the light 
shield of the peltast, the bow, the javelin, the sling. 

The emergency led to one momentous innovation. The 
court decided to form a phalanx of natives, beside the 
ordinary phalanx of Greek and Macedonian soldiers ; 20,000 
strong-bodied and docile, if unwarlike, fellahin were armed 
like Macedonians, taught to wield the long Macedonian pike 
(the sarissa), and move in a solid mass, as Macedonians did, 
at the words of command. Some hundreds of native 
Egyptians were also enrolled in the cavalry and trained by 
Polycrates of Argos, whose family had been honourable in 
the great days of Greek freedom. Beside the natives of 
Egypt, some thousands of Libyans, the fair-skinned natives 
of the Cyrenaica, were enrolled in the new army—some of 
them in the cavalry under Polycrates, 3000 of them armed like 
Macedonians under a commander, who belonged himself to 
the Cyrenaica, a Greek, no doubt, Ammonius of Barca. 

Amongst those called up from the soldier-colonists in 
Egypt, in the Faytiim and elsewhere, were 4000 Gauls 
and Thracians; and another 2000 arrived by ship 
from Thrace under a Thracian captain, Dionysius. But the 
bulk of the army remained Greek and Macedonian. The 
phalanx of Macedonians and Greeks, commanded by Andro- 
machus of Aspendus, numbered 25,000, as against the 
native phalanx of 20,000; there were, besides, all the 
Greek light-armed troops and the Greek and Macedonian 
cavalry. es 

In the spring of 218, the negotiations between Memphis 
and Seleucia having led to no agreement, as Sosibius never 
intended that they should, Antiochus continued the conquest 
of Ceele-Syria. Philotera, Scythopolis (Beth-shan), the 
cities of the Decapolis, Philadelphia (Rabbath-Ammon), fell 
into his possession. His forces stormed the fortress on 
Mount Tabor. By the end of the campaign the. Ptolemaic 
forces had been driven out of most of Palestine. He took up 
his winter quarters in Ptolemais, considering that his enter- 
prise against the house of Ptolemy would need but little 
further effort to bring it to a final and triumphant conclusion. 
Either in the campaign of 218, or during the winter, the cities 
of Philistia, including Gaza, came under his control. 
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The Egyptian court had evidently detached only weak forces 
to oppose Antiochus in Palestine during 218. Their great 
army, being prepared at Alexandria, was not yet ready, and 
they were not going to bring it into the field prematurely. 
(The Frankfurt papyrus refers to a movement of forces 
under the king’s command to the Bubastite nome in this 
year, about which we otherwise know nothing.) In the spring 
of 217 they felt that the time was come. On June 13, the 
army, 70,000 foot and 5000 horse, with 73 African elephants, 
moved out across the desert to Palestine. Ptolemy himself, 
doing, no doubt, what Sosibius and Agathocles told him to 
do, came with it,! and not only Ptolemy, but his sister 
Arsinoe, still probably little more than a child. Her 
mother, Berenice, had been only about fifteen when she 
arranged the assassination of Demetrius, and Arsinoe was 
old enough to show herself to the soldiers and work up 
their enthusiasm for the house of Ptolemy and for herself, 
the young princess whose fair eyes would be upon them, 
to see them fight for her.” 

On the news of the Egyptian army’s approach, Antiochus 
concentrated his own army at Gaza and went to meet Ptolemy. 
The two armies met near the town of Raphia on the edge of 
the desert, where a king of Assyria had defeated an Egyptian 
army just five centuries before. Antiochus had a slight 
inferiority in numbers; beside his Greek and Macedonian 
troops, he had a large proportion of Asiatics, recruited from all 
over his vast realm, from Syria and Persia and Central Asia, 
many of them trained and armed in the Macedonian manner. 
He had also 102 Indian elephants. 

From the account of Polybius it would appear that Antio- 
chus would have won the battle, but for his characteristic 
impetuosity—brave and happy-go-lucky, as has been said. 
The day began badly for Ptolemy. The African elephants, 
procured with such vast pains and expense from far-off 
Somaliland, proved worse than useless against the Indian 
elephants of the Seleucid. 

The cavalry charge led by Antiochus on his own right 

‘Probably the inscription found at Alexandria, “‘ King Ptolemy, 
son of king Ptolemy and queen Berenice, Benefactor Gods, to 
Euhodia (the Goddess of Good Journeying),” was put up by the 
king before starting (O.G.J. i. No. 77). 

® The author of 3 Maccabees works up the motive of Arsinoe’s appeal 


to the soldiers in his romance, but Polybius (v. 83. 3) shows that it 
was based on fact. 
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broke and routed the cavalry on the Ptolemaic left, where 
Ptolemy himself had his place in the battle, so that the king of 
Egypt was soon swept along in a wild flight to the rear. 
But Antiochus, in the exhilaration of the pursuit, failed to 
keep in touch with the rest of the field, and on the other wing 
the Ptolemaic horse drove in the Seleucid. The phalanxes 
in the centre were left to decide the day. In the shock be- 
tween these two solid bodies of men, the systematic drilling 
and training of the last year and a half at Alexandria proved 
its virtue. Even the fellahin, wielding their Macedonian 
pikes for the first time in real war, must have given a good 
account of themselves. The Seleucid phalanx, Mace- ~ 
donians, Greeks, Asiatics, gave way. When the day ended, 
the whole Seleucid army was in flight, back to Gaza and 
beyond. ‘That was the battle of Raphia, June 22,! 217 B.c. 
The news of it set the world wondering and laughing. The 
old fox of Alexandria had sprung his surprise with dramatic 
success. Ccele-Syria came back again to the house of 
Ptolemy, for Antiochus had, of course, to evacuate the whole 
country up to the Lebanon. ‘The Alexandrine court, having 
recovered Palestine and secured the safety of its paradise, 
had all it wanted. Further conquests and military triumphs 
were remote from its desires. It let off Antiochus easily, not 
even demanding an indemnity. 

An inscription found in the island of Siphnos tells how 
the ambassadors, sent out from Egypt to announce the great 
victory to the island-cities within the sphere of Ptolemy’s 
sea-power, came to Siphnos, and how at the same time the 
chief admiral in the Agean, Perigenes, visited the island and 
expressed his satisfaction at the little state’s display of loyalty 
to the house of Ptolemy.” 

The 3rd Book of Maccabees gives a picture of Ptolemy, 
after the battle of Raphia, going on royal progress through 
the cities of the recovered province, coming to Jerusalem 
amongst the rest. He was curious, the story says, to go into 
the Holy of holies, and bore a bitter grudge against the Jews, 
because they prevented him from doing so. Mahafly be- 
lieved that the story in its outlines was true. A religious 
romance like the 3rd Book of Maccabees is very poor historical 
evidence, yet Polybius says that the king did spend three 
months in Syria and Phcenicia after the battle, personally 


1 According to the new Pithom stele the date was Pachon 10, 
2 0,G.I. ii. No. 730. 
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superintending the restoration of the Ptolemaic ascendancy 
in the various cities and communities of the country, and, if 
so, one might certainly expect him to visit Jerusalem and the 
Jewish priestly state, which was noted amongst the Greeks 
as an odd and interesting community. And if he went to 
Jerusalem, it would be quite natural, one might argue, that 
he should want to go into the Temple and be incensed at any 
opposition—he who, himself a divinity, was associated with 
the gods worshipped in every temple of Egypt. While, there- 
fore, the story in 3 Maccabees is not attested by any other 

source, it might be thought to have, so far, probability on its 
' side. But the continuation of the story—how Ptolemy, 
after his return to Egypt, tried to force the Egyptian Jews 
to worship Dionysos, the account of the great persecu- 
tion from which they were saved by a miracle—is almost 
certainly fiction which throws back into the days of 
Ptolemy IV. a kind of persecution which the Jews first 
experienced under Antiochus Epiphanes fifty years later in 
Palestine. 

And I believe, against the view of Mahaffy, that the story 
of Ptolemy’s attempt to enter the Temple is pure fiction. 
The proof of this seems to me to be the silence of Daniel xi., 
written quite possibly by some one who himself remembered 
the events of 217, written in any case by some one who must 
have known scores of old people in Jerusalem who did. It 
is surely incredible that an event of the kind narrated in 
3 Maccabees, bearing as it would have done in the most direct 
way upon the Jewish writer’s theme, should not have been 
referred to in his survey of the doings of the kings of the 
north and the kings of the south in Palestine, had it ever 
really occurred. 

On October 12, Ptolemy Philopator returned as victor 
to Egypt. Soon after his return he married his sister Arsinoe. 
He followed the precedent set by his grandfather in adopting 
this bit of Pharaonic practice! Mahaffy put forward an 
adventurous suggestion that the marriage had been deferred 
so long, because the court cabal had hoped that Agathoclea 
would produce an heir to the Ptolemaic throne, and only 
arranged the marriage of Ptolemy and his sister, when this 
hope failed. ‘There is not a word in any ancient author to 

1 Marriage between brother and sister was also in accordance with 


Persian morality, and Laodice, the wife of Antiochus II. (who was a 
quarter Persian in blood), may have been his full sister, 
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support this theory,’ and it seems much more likely that the 
marriage was deferred, only because Arsinoe had not been 
of marriageable age at her brother’s accession. Ptolemy 
and Arinsoe were now associated as “ the Father-loving Gods,” 
Theoi Philopatores, with Alexander, their grandparents and 
their parents, in the Alexandrine state-cult. Why the par- 
ticular surname of “ Father-loving ” was adopted by Ptolemy 
IV. we do not know. Possibly Ptolemy Euergetes had been 
particularly popular in Egypt, and it was considered desirable 
that the reigning king and queen should gain popularity 
for themselves by associating themselves with the general 
sentiment in regard to the great king who was gone. About 
the same time the gap in the chief state-cult, created by the 
omission of the first Ptolemy and Berenice I., the ‘‘ Saviour 
Gods,” which had become noticeable, now that the practice 
had established itself of associating each reigning pair in 
turn with their predecessors and with Alexander in this cult, 
was filled in. Hitherto, as we have seen, the “‘ Saviour Gods ” 
had had a separate cult of their own, whose priest was not 
mentioned in the dating of documents. The earliest papyrus, 
which shows the new system, is of the eighth year of Ptolemy 
IV. (215-214).2, The eponymous priest is now described 
as “‘the priest of Alexander and the Saviour Gods and the 
Brother-and-Sister Gods and the Benefactor Gods and the 
Father-loving Gods.” In the twelfth year of Ptolemy IV. 
the papyri show another accession ; a special annual priestess 
has been established for the king’s mother, Berenice of Cyrene, 
analogous to the Kanephoros of Arsinoe Philadelphus. ‘The 
new priestess has the title of Athlophoros, and henceforth is 
mentioned, together with the priest of Alexander and the 
Kanephoros, in official dating. Since Ptolemy Philopator 
had had his mother poisoned, his establishing a special cult 
in her honour must not be regarded as the sign of exceptional 
filial affection. One would like to think it was remorse, 
but perhaps it was only policy. Berenice, too, we may believe, 
had been popular, and the manner of her death was already 
beginning to be whispered about in Alexandria. 


1 Against Mahaffy’s theory is the fact that Agathoclea must, later 
on, at any rate, have borne a child herself, since she claimed to have 
acted as the little prince’s wet-nurse (Polyb. xv. 31. 12) 

2 It is not found in a papyrus of the preceding year (Gradenwitz., 
No. 171; see Lewald in the Zeitsch. d. Savigny-Stiftung, vol. xlii. 


(Rom, Abt.), p. 119). 
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Another stele has recently been discovered at Pithom 
recording, in hieroglyphics, in demotic, and in Greek, a 
resolution passed by a synod of Egyptian priests at Memphis 
in November 217, in view of the recent victory in Syria. 
From the description given of it by Henri Gauthier! one 
does not gather that it tells us much of value about the Syrian 
campaign. It repeats the conventional phrases—the Pharaoh, 
like Horus, had massacred his enemies, had captured immense 
quantities of prisoners and gold and silver and precious 
things, had restored to the temples [in Syria ?] the images 
which Antiochus had cast out of them, had repaired at im- 
mense expense those which were mutilated, had heaped gifts 
upon the temples of the realm, and brought back to Egypt 
and replaced the images which the Persians had carried 
away. ‘That is all common form, but the inscription does 
give us a few dates which were not known before. And the 
inscription is interesting as showing the encroachment of 
Egyptian forms in the Ptolemaic kingdom. For the first 
time, so far as we know, the fulsome formulas of Pharaonic 
royalty, which are absent in the Canopus Decree, begin to 
appear in a Greek translation. ‘The inscription further tells 
us something about the new forms of worship instituted in 
the Egyptian temples in honour of the reigning house— 
images of Philopator and Arsinoe, carved pictures with the 
old motive of Pharaoh transpiercing his fallen enemy in 
battle, the celebration of the anniversary of the battle of 
Raphia and the five following days as a festival of rejoicing, 
a feast on the 2oth of every month in honour of Ptolemy I. 
and Berenice I. 

We have other instances of the use of the Pharaonic formulas 
in the case of Philopator—a papyrus which seems to contain 
a royal rescript (addressed, no doubt, to the Egyptians), and 
which, therefore, shows the formulas to have been actually 
used by the court ;? a trilingual inscription in the Cairo 
Museum.*? The titles heaped upon Ptolemy Philopator— 
“‘ Lord of Crowns, the Greatly Glorious, the One Pious towards 
the Gods, the Saviour of men,” etc-—correspond closely with 
those given to Ptolemy Epiphanes on the Rosetta Stone. 

The king’s marriage with his sister did not mean any change 


1 Comptes Rendus de l Acad. des Inscr., 1923, pp. 376 ff. 

2 Chrest., No. 109. 

* Spiegelberg, Cat. Géneral d, Musée du Caire, Die demot. Inschrift., 
1904, No. 31088, 
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of régime in the palace. The unhappy girl had been made 
her brother’s wife, simply in order that an heir to the throne 
of the requisite royal blood might be bred from her. 
Agathocles and Agathoclea still, as before, ruled the king’s 
corrupt affections! The palace swarmed with literary 
pretenders, poets, grammarians, whores, buffoons, philo- 
sophers. Amongst the philosophers who resided for a time 
at the court of Ptolemy Philopator was the eminent Stoic 
Spherus.? One of the anecdotes preserved concerns a 
practical joke which Ptolemy played upon him. The Stoics 
taught that the wise man would never yield to a false appear- 
ance, and Ptolemy at table had a sham fruit, made of wax, 
presented to Spherus, and, when the philosopher’s teeth 
were stuck fast in it, asked him whether in this case a wise 
man had not yielded to a false appearance. Ptolemy had 
an ambition to figure as a poet himself, and wrote a play called 
Adonis, as its name indicates, of an idyllic erotic character. 
Agathocles followed suit by writing a commentary to it. 

Apart from the Egyptian temples which he caused to be 
built, we know of three works of construction carried out by 
Ptolemy IV.’s command. One—characteristically enough— 
was a temple of Homer. ‘The other two were ships of an 
unprecedented size—one a sea-going vessel whose banks 
of oars reached the astounding number of forty, and which 
measured 129 metres from stem to stern, not a vessel of much 
use, but one which enabled Ptolemy to say with pride that 
he possessed the largest ship in the world; the other a 
gigantic pleasure-boat for the court to use in excursions up 
the Nile, with saloons and bed-chambers and colonnades, 
all carried out in precious woods and ivory and gilt bronze, 
and decorated by Greek artists with carpets and embroideries. 

To one form of emotional exaltation the king was especially 
addicted—the orgiastic worship of Dionysos. From this 
god the house of Ptolemy claimed to be descended, and 
Ptolemy IV. desired apparently to reproduce in some way 
in his own person his divine ancestor. If he did not_ yet, 
like one of his descendants, adopt Neos Dionysos as an official 

| Wilcken thinks it likely that the ‘‘ Agathocles, son of Agathocles,” 
who holds the eponymous state priesthood in 216-215, was Philo- 
pator’s minion (Archiv, vil. p. 74). : ! 

2 Possibly the name of Philopator is wrongly given by Diogenes 
Laertius ; it was apparently Ptolemy II. or Ptolemy III. who invited 
Spherus to Egypt. See Susemihl, Gesch. d. griech. Lit. i. p. 73; 
note 296, 
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surname, he was apparently often called ‘“ Dionysos” by 
the multitude or by the court. We are told that to mark his 
devotion to Dionysos he had the figure of the ivy-leaf tattooed 
upon his body.! ‘‘ Gallus ”—the name given to the devotees 
of Great Mother who emasculated themselves in the state 
of frenzy—was, we are told, one of the nicknames given to 
Ptolemy IV. in Alexandria. 

A Berlin papyrus? throws a vivid light upon the king’s 
zeal for the worship of his special god : 

“‘ By Order of the King. Those in the country districts 
who impart initiation into the mysteries of Dionysos are to 
come down by river to Alexandria, those residing not farther 
than Naucratis within 10 days after the promulgation of 
this decree, those beyond Naucratis within 20 days, and 
register themselves before Aristobulus at the registry office 
(Ratalogeion) within 3 days of the day of their arrival, and 
they shall immediately declare from whom they have received 
the rites for three generations back and give in the Sacred 
Discourse (Logos) sealed, each man writing upon his copy 
his own name.” 

There is some uncertainty in the interpretation of the 
document. The words redodtvtas td Atoviow may mean 
(as Wilcken takes them), “who perform mystic rites to 
Dionysus,” or (as Schubart takes them), “‘ who impart initia- 
tion into the mystic rites of Dionysus.” ‘The latter transla- 
tion seems to me more likely, since the ordinary members 
of the thiasos? would hardly have to show that they have 
received the rites for three generations and have to submit 
the sacred Logos which the officiant had to pronounce. It is 
further uncertain for what purpose the telountes are summoned 
to Alexandria, whether, as Schubart thinks, for a synod, or, 
as Wilcken thinks, simply for the purpose of registration, 
so that the government may have the celebration of mysteries 
in each locality under its control. In any case the document 
seems to show a special interest on the part of the king in the 
worship of Dionysos. 


1 Etym. Magnum. s.v. I'addos. 

* No. 11774, verso, included in Papyri und Ostraka d. Ptolemderzeit, 
by Schubart and Kuhn (1922). See Wilcken’s comments, Archiv, 
Vl. p. 413. 

3 Possibly the inscription (Bull. Alex., No. 19, p. 126), in which 
a (sacred) banqueting hall (hestiatorion) is put up to Philopator, 
Arsinoe, and their infant son, by Posidonius and the other thiasitai, 
relates to the same thiasos as the Berlin papyrus, 


Fic. 40—DIONYSOS 


From the Hellenistic bas-relief in the Naples Museum 
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On October 9 (Mesori 30), 209 B.c.—the date is fixed by 
the Rosetta Stone—Arsinoe fulfilled the purpose for which 
she had been made queen, and gave birth to a son. Within 
a few weeks of his birth apparently he was proclaimed joint- 
king with his father Arsinoe’s life, immured in the palace 
of Ptolemy Philopator, was one of continuous humiliation 
and misery. She may have had the same high spirit as the 
other Macedonian princesses who figure in this story, but 
the unfriendly forces all round her, shutting her in, were too 
great for one lonely girl to combat. We get a chance glimpse 
of her—an authentic one. The great Eratosthenes lived on 
at Alexandria to look with sadness of heart at the outcome of 
all the teaching he had bestowed upon the son of Ptolemy 
Euergetes. When Ptolemy IV. was dead, the old man 
published a book called Arsinoe in memory of the young 
queen. In this book he described how he had once been 
with her, when she and certain of her retinue were passing 
through some place, in or near the palace, and how they had 
met a man carrying green boughs, as for a festival. The 
queen wondered what festival day it could be—these things 
were obviously arranged by Ptolemy and his associates 
without any reference to her—and she inquired of the man. 
The man said it was the Feast of Flagons (Aayvvedopia), and 
that it ended up with every one, court and people, getting 
gloriously drunk in a revel out of doors. Then, Eratosthenes 
wrote, Arsinoe “ turned her eyes upon us” (éuBAabaca pos 
npas) and broke out in bitter words at the shame of her 
father’s house and the abasement of the royal dignity.2 For 
that one moment Arsinoe Philopator flashes into vivid light 
out of the darkness of the palace, to vanish again into darkness. 

In Egypt itself, the reign of Ptolemy IV., after he returned, 
as a victor, from Palestine, was not without ominous troubles. 
After the battle of Raphia, the native question had become 
much more difficult to handle. It made an immense differ- 
ence to the national self-consciousness of the Egyptians that 
20,000 Egyptians had faced and put to flight Macedonian 
troops, or troops, at any rate, trained and armed as Mace- 
donians. It was natural that a wild hope should run through 
parts of the country, that in Egypt, too, the old people of the 
land might successfully stand up to the ruling Greek and 


‘Before Pharmuthi 25 in the thirteenth year (=June 6, 208). 
Smyly, Gurob, 12 (cf. Archiv, vii. p. 71). Ernst Meyer, Untersuch. z. 
Chron. p. 43. Athen. vii. 276a, 


Fic. 41-—ARSINOE, WIFE OF PTOLEMY IV. 


From the bust in the Museum of Fine Arts, Boston 
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Macedonian race, might do to them as their fathers had done 
to the Hyksos. The Hyksos had ruled Egypt for four hun- 
dred years, and Egypt had been recovered in the end for the 
Egyptians under Pharaohs of their blood. Why should not 
the same thing happen again? The foreign king continued, 
according to the policy of his predecessors, to try to attach 
the natives to his rule by building, restoring, or beautifying 
Egyptian temples. Work proceeded under Ptolemy Philo- 
pator upon the great temple of Horus at Edfu. ‘‘ At Luxor 


Fic. 42.—Dér-el-Medineh 


his cartouche is found on various buildings, showing that if 
he did not there erect buildings, he, at least, decorated them, 
and desired his name to be identified with them. On the 
opposite side of the river he certainly founded the beautiful 
little temple of Dér-el-Medineh, which was completed by his 
successors. Moreover, at Aswan he attempted the completion 
(which seems not to have been accomplished) of the small 
temple begun by his father ” (M.). 

But there were now many Egyptians whom the building 
of temples by royal order no longer availed to persuade that 
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the Macedonian king was as good as a native Pharaoh. The 
army which fought at Raphia was hardly back in Egypt when 
native risings began. The story of this struggle was told 
by Polybius in a part of his great work now lost. But from 
what he says about it in a fragment preserved we gather that © 
it was a long-drawn-out, confused affair—no great signal 
events, like pitched battles between large armies, no sea- 
battles or sieges, as in regular war—a mass of local encounters 
between bodies of rebels and government forces, one sup- 
poses, guerilla warfare creating misery over this or that dis- 
trict—only marked, Polybius says, by exceptional fright- 
fulness, ferocity, and treachery.1 Egyptians, usually a gentle 
and long-suffering race, are capable, when excited, of ab- 
normal atrocities.2. As Mahaffy justly pointed out, the fact 
that building continued on the temple at Edfu till the sixteenth 
year of the king (207-206) (so the hieroglyphic inscription 
tells us) proves that the native troubles did not, at any rate, 
cut communications before that year between the court and 
Upper Egypt. Mahaffy’s view is probably right that the 
districts affected at first by the rebellion were in Lower Egypt 
—the payrus-swamps of the Delta had given refuge to Egyptian 
chiefs who rebelled against the Persians in former days— 
and that the rebellion did not break out in Upper Egypt 
(causing building operations at Edfu to be suspended) till 
the last years of Ptolemy IV.’s reign. Mahaffy was, however, 
mistaken in putting under Ptolemy IV. the victory of Poly- 
crates of Argos over the rebels. That belongs to the next 
reign. Whether the rebels in Lower Egypt had been rounded 
up before the rebellion broke out in Upper Egypt, or whether 
they were still at large, we do not know. On the wall of 
the temple at Edfu may still be read in the sacred Egyptian 
script : 

“So was the temple built, the inner sanctuary being com- 
pleted for the golden Horus, up to the year 10, Epiph the 


1 Polyb. xiv. 12. A papyrus recently published, belonging to the 
3rd century (B.G.U. 1215), speaks of fighting between phylakes 
(guardians of fields, vineyards, etc.) and natives. ; 

2 Sewh yap Tes  Tept Tos Oumovs uoTyns yiveTar TOV Kara THY Alyumrtov 
dvOpérwv (Polyb. xv. 33. 10). The remark in this case applies to the 
Greek or half-caste Alexandria populace ; but Polybius had certainly 
both Egyptian Greeks and natives in his mind. Juvenal describes 
how in the fights between one nome of Egypt and another 
neighbouring nome in his own time, the fighters would tear with 
their teeth and devour the flesh of the fallen. 
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7th, in the time of king Ptolemy Philopator. The wall in it 
was adorned with fair writing, with the great name of his 
Majesty and with pictures of the gods and goddesses of Edfu, 
and its great gateway completed, and the double doors of its 
broad chamber, up to the year 16 of his Majesty. ‘Then 
there broke out a rebellion, and it came to pass that bands of 
insurgents hid themselves in the interior of the temple. . . .” 

Not till nearly twenty years later was building resumed. 
The rebels in this region were apparently still holding the 
field when Ptolemy Philopator died. 

A curious document illustrating the hopes which at this 
time lived in the hearts of the native population is a demotic 
papyrus giving what purports to be an oracle delivered in 
the days of king Tachés (366 to 360 B.c.), though really of 
quite recent composition, accompanied by an explanation. 
Unfortunately for us, the. explanation is very nearly as dark 
as the oracle itself. But so much can be discerned: the 
oracle gives a sketch of what has happened to Egypt since 
the days of Tachds in the form of a prophecy (very much 
as Daniel sketches the history from Alexander to Antiochus 
Epiphanes as a prophecy supposed to be given in the days of 
Cyrus). And the prophecy is carried on to foreshadow the 
liberation of Egypt still to come, the native deliverer who 
will be king when the foreigners have been driven out. “ A 
man of Chnés [Heracleopolis] is it, who after the Aliens [the 
Persians] and the Ionians [the Greeks] will bear rule.” “ Exult 
in joy, Prophet of Harsaphes!” And the commentary 
explains: ‘“‘ That means: the Prophet of Harsaphes rejoices 
after the Uinn ; he is become a ruler in Chnés.”” The oracle 
then goes on to indicate the gathering of his army, his battles, 
his crowning, and the joy of Isis of Aphroditopolis. And the 
commentary ends up: “ Rejoice over the Ruler, which is to be, 
for he will not forsake the Law.” 1 

Possibly another little literary piece—the “ Potter’s 
Prophecy ’—of which we have fragments in some tattered 
papyri of the 2nd and 3rd centuries a.D., may be taken as 
showing the hopes of Egyptian nationalism under the later 
Ptolemaic kings. ‘The papyri which preserve it are in Greek, 
but the work professes to be, and probably is, in part at any 
rate, the translation of an Egyptian document. It purports 
to give the prophecy uttered by an inspired potter before 
a king Amenophis in ancient days. The papyri are too frag- 

* Eduard Meyer, Sitzungsberichte (Berlin) for 1915, pp. 287 ff. 
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mentary to yield a connected story, but one can make out 
that days of oppression and misery are prophesied for Egypt 
under foreign enemies who are called “ girdle-wearers ” 
(zdnophorot), probably the Persians ; then the Saviour-king 
arises by whom the city of the girdle-wearers shall be laid 
waste and the holy things brought back to Egypt. Then 
comes a passage which can refer to nothing but a looked-for 
destruction of Alexandria: “ And the City beside the sea 
shall become a place where fishers dry their nets, because the 
Good Daimon and Knephis shall have departed to Memphis, 
so that certain who go by shall say: ‘ This City was a uni- 
versal nurse (pantotrophos), every race of men did settle in 
her.’ And then Egypt shall be [blessed ?], when the king 
who for fifty-five years shall be benevolent shall come from 
the Sun-god, a giver of good things, established by the 
greatest goddess Isis, so that they who are alive and remain 
shall pray that they who have died may rise again to share 
in the good things.” + 

A few Greek inscriptions which chance has here and there 
brought to light show us members of the ruling race as well 
as natives active under Ptolemy Philopator. At Alexandria, 
Apollonius, son of Ammonius, with his wife ‘Timocion and 
his children, dedicate an image on behalf of king Ptolemy 
and queen Arsinoe, Father-loving Gods, to Demeter and 
Kore and Justice.2, Another Alexandrine, Diodétus, son of 
Myrtzeus, makes a dedication on behalf of the king and queen 
to Sarapis and Isis. The foundations of an ancient building 
uncovered at Alexandria about thirty years ago proved to have 
between the stones four plaques, one of gold, with a hiero- 
glyphic and a Greek inscription. ‘The Greek inscription 
indicates that the building was a temple of Sarapis and Isis, 
Saviour Gods, and of king Ptolemy and queen Arsinoe, Father- 
‘loving Gods. We do not know by whom the temple was 
erected ; from the fact that there is a hieroglyphic, as well as 
a Greek inscription, one would suppose the dedicator or the 
dedicators to have been Egyptian. At Thebes, a Hellenized 
Egyptian, Teds, son of Horus, policeman (pvdakirys) in a 


| Wilcken, in Hermes, xl. (1905), pp. 544. ff. é Sd. 
20.G.1., No. 83. “ Justice” is found in some other inscriptions 


as a name of Isis, and Isis is possibly meant here. ‘The worship of 
Demeter and Kore at Alexandria had been established, as we have 
seen, at the Alexandrine Eleusis. 

* Strack, No. 55. 

4 Mahafty, Empire, p. 73 ; Strack, No. 66. 
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quarter of Thebes called Ammoniéum, from the great temple 
of Amen situate there, makes a dedication on behalf of the 
king and queen, to what deity is not stated. Another Greek 


Fic. 43.—Inscription of the Elephant-Hunters 
(British Museum) 
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inscription from Thebes runs: “On behalf of Ptolemy 
the great Father-loving God, Saviour and Victorious, and of 
Ptolemy the son, Comon, son of Asclepiades, oikonomos of 
the [dues and customs ?] in the district of Naucratis 
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(oikdvopos TOV KATO Nav«pari), to Isis, Sarapis, Apollo.” 1 
A Greek official, posted at present to the district of Naucratis, 
comes to visit the famous city of Thebes on his holiday tour, 
or for some private business, and takes occasion to make an 
offering on behalf of the king and his son in the celebrated 
temple, displaying his loyalty by adding extra surnames of 
his own choice to the royal name. That the queen is not 
mentioned does not prove anything ; in a private dedication 
the dedicator might choose which members of the royal 
family to pray for. It is possible that the palace cabal did 
keep Arsinoe as much as possible in the background, and that 
an official anxious to gain favour in high quarters would 
know that his omitting the queen’s name would by no means 
go against him. 

In spite of the unfortunate experience at Raphia, the 
Egyptian government continued to organize elephant- 
hunting in the regions of the south. A Greek inscription 
on a black marble pedestal from Edfu records a dedication 
made there to the Father-loving Gods, to Sarapis and Isis, by 
the man sent to take command of the forces operating in the 
elephant-country, Lichas, son of Pyrrhus, an Acarnanian.? 
This command has been given to Lichas, the inscription 
says, for the second time. Since Ptolemy and Arsinoe appear 
in it as king and queen, it must be later than the battle of 
Raphia. As we have seen, the name of Lichas remained 
attached to a strip of the Somaliland coast.* 

Another of the Ptolemaic commanders of the elephant- 
country mentioned by Strabo—Charimortus—appears in an 
inscription in the British Museum.4| From what place in 
Egypt it comes is not known. Charimortus must have held 
the command at a later date than Lichas. ‘The inscription 
is a dedication on behalf of Ptolemy, Arsinoe, and their 
little son, put up by the man who is going as second- 
in-command (éudooxos) to Charimortus in the elephant- 
country, and by the subordinate officer and soldiers with him. 
Both the two officers are Pisidians. ‘The dedication is made 
to Ares Nikephoros Euagros—the War God who gives 
victory and good hunting. Since the little son is mentioned, 
the inscription must be later than October 8, 209. 

The Ethiopian dynasty of Napata came to an end when 
the king of Meroe, Arqamani, whom the Greeks called 


10.G.I., No. 89. OIG INO: 82. x 
3 Strabo, Xvi. p. 773. 40.G.I., No. 86 (Fig. 43). 
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Ergamenes, reunited all Ethiopia under his rule. Reisner 
calculates that this happened about 225 B.c., though it might 
possibly, he thinks, have been as early as 240. Diodorus says 
that the coup d’état of Ergamenes took place “‘ in the time of 
Ptolemy II.” This statement has long been questioned on 
the ground that Ergamenes appears in the monuments as a 
contemporary of Ptolemy IV.; but this would not by itself 
rule out the possibility of his coup d’état having taken place as 
early as 250, still in the reign of Ptolemy II., as F. Ll. Griffith 
supposes.! Since the later archeological researches at 
Meroe, however, it appears hard to reconcile such an early 
date with the other reigns which have to be got in between 
308 and Ergamenes.2 The passage of Diodorus about 
Ergamenes is as follows : ; 

“In former times [in Ethiopia] the kings were subject t 
the priests, not through any material force, but because their 
reason was crushed by superstition; but in the time of 
Ptolemy II. the king of the Ethiopians, Ergamenes, who had 
some tincture of Hellenic education and had studied philo- 
sophy, first had the courage to make light of the command. 
For, acting with a spirit conformable to his royal standing, 
he went with a party of soldiers into the holy place, where 
was the golden shrine of the Ethiopians, and put all the 
priests to the sword. Having so broken down the old 
custom, he governed thenceforth according to his own 
judgment.” 3 

Diodorus does not say that “‘ Ergamenes was educated at 
the court of Ptolemy II.,”’ as Reisner inadvertently supposes, 
taking a little bit of romancing on Mahaffy’s part for a state- 
ment by an ancient author. Diodorus does not even say that 
Ergamenes had ever visited Egypt, though, of course, he 
may have done so. Many Greek teachers, no doubt, could 
have been induced to go up the Nile as far as Meroe to in- 
struct a king, or a king’s son. We do actually hear of a 
Greek man of letters, Simonides, who lived for five years 
in Meroe, and wrote a book about Ethiopia. We know that 


1 Meroitic Inscriptions, Part I1. p. 24. 

* See G.A. Reisner, ‘‘ The Meroitic Kingdom of Ethiopia,” 7.E.A., 
vol. ix. (1923), pp. 34 fi. 

* Diod. it. 6. Strabo (xvii. 823) tells the same story, without 
mentioning the king’s name. He adds the detail that “‘ sometimes,” 
when the priests had wanted to replace the reigning king, they would 
order him to commit suicide. 

* Plin vine 83 - 
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even an Indian king at this time asked to have a Greek sophist 
sent him. It is interesting that a desire should have arisen 
at the Pharaonic court of Ethiopia to learn the wisdom of the 
Greeks, but it is what we should expect. This new culture 
which had recently come to rule over the Mediterranean 
lands and the area of the old Persian Empire had acquired 
a prestige in the world which inevitably made the kings and 
peoples around its sphere eager to know what it meant. A 
splendid court like that of the second Ptolemy set a standard, 
just as the court of Louis XIV. did for contemporary Europe, 
and it would hardly have been possible for Ptolemy’s neigh- 
bour, whose: frontier marched with his own higher up the 
Nile, to remain unaffected by it. Hellenic rationalism found 
its way to Meroe and changed the Pharaoh who had been a 
puppet, dominated by the ecclesiastical tradition, into an 
emancipated worldly wise autocrat like a Hellenistic king. 

Yet, if Ergamenes himself took to Greek philosophy, the 
court and kingdom, to judge by the monumental remains, 
continued in externals to be Pharaonic. There is no trace, 
so far as I know, of Hellenistic influence in the temples and 
pyramids of Meroe or the remains of its art.‘ The temple 
built by Ergamenes at Dakkeh is. on purely Egyptian lines. 
And when he died, his mummy was laid to rest in a pyramid 
near Meroe, decorated with copies of scenes from the Book 
of the Dead according to the correct Egyptian tradition. 
It has even been observed that the hieroglyphics inscribed 
for Ergamenes are of such a good Pharaonic type as to 
make it likely that he procured priestly craftsmen from 
Egypt. This would not invalidate the story of his having 
had personally Greek ideas, since we can see, in the case of 
the Ptolemies, that no inference can be made from the style 
of the Egyptian temples built at the king’s command to the 
king’s own culture. 

Another Ethiopian king, Azechramon (Ezekher-Amun), 
seemingly the immediate successor, and possibly the son (or 
nephew if the succession went in Ethiopia by mother-right) 
of Ergamenes, built a chapel which may still be seen at the 
modern Debéd (about 9$ miles above Phila). He appears 
in the hieroglyphics as a perfect Egyptian Pharaoh, with no 
sign of Nubian or negro blood, and makes the traditional 


1 Griffith speaks of a “‘ semi-classical ”’ kiosque at Naga, south of 
Meroe, but he holds that it belongs to Roman times (Meroitic 
Inscriptions, Part I. p. 61). 
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claim of a Pharaoh to be ‘“‘ King of the Two Countries ”—an 
astounding claim for any one who was an ally (if indeed he 
was) of the actual king of Egypt. 

Yet about 200 B.c. Ethiopia was so far abandoning the 
Pharaonic tradition that the Egyptian language began to give 
place in inscriptions to the language of the country, for which 
a new script, ‘‘ Meroitic,” had been invented, whilst a new 
system of hieroglyphics came in (ruder in execution) to replace 
the traditional Egyptian system. 

Ptolemy IV. would appear to have maintained close rela- 
tions of some kind with the Ethiopian Pharaoh Ergamenes. 
Above the First Cataract the desert hills close in upon the 
Nile, only leaving here and there a very narrow fringe of 
cultivation beside the river. ‘Through this sterile passage is 
the way to the wide open regions of Ethiopia on the Upper 
Nile. The reach from Phile to Tachompso (modern Derar) 
was called by the Egyptians the “‘ Land of the Twelve Ar” 
(an Ar being equivalent to about 74 miles), and this the Greeks 
translated as Dodekaschoinos.2 The priesthood of Phile 
claimed that this stretch of land had been given to Isis. 
Possibly its sacred character has something to do with the fact 
that Ptolemaic rule and Ethiopian rule seem here to overlap 
in a strange way under Ptolemy IV. ‘The temple at Pselcis 
(modern Dakkeh) is stated by its hieroglyphic inscriptions to 
have been built by Ergamenes, yet on the same temple we 
find reliefs added by Ptolemy IV. On the side of one door- 
way one may see Ergamenes making offering to Isis, and on 
the side of another, Ptolemy Philopator worshipping Anukis, 
Satis, Isis, and Hathor. On the lintel Philopator has in- 
scribed his own cartouche, together with those of Arsinoe, his 
Sister-Wife, of his father and mother, and of the “ Daughter 
of Amen Arsinoe.” ? The theory that the Dodekaschoinos 


’ Roeder, Les Temples Immergés de la Nubie, vol. i. p. 5. 

* A hieroglyphic inscription in the island of Seheyl (near Aswan) 
purports to record a gift of the Dodekaschoinos by king Zeser of 
the IlIrd dynasty to the god Khnumu of Elephantine (see p. 185). 
The view that the Dodekaschoinos was simply the reach from Aswan 
to Phila, which Sethe once maintained, and which is found in 
his article, “‘ Dodekaschoinos,’’ in Pauly-Wissowa, he has since 
abandoned. 

* Weigall, Report on the Antiquities of Lower Nubia (1907), p. 87. 
The last Arsinoe Weigall describes as that of ‘‘ Arsinoe IV., his 
daughter,” but such a person, so far as we know, never existed. 
pare oe the great Arsinoe Philadelphus,.Philopator’s step-grand- 
mother ? 
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was neutral territory, in which both kings might honour the 
goddess, is hard to reconcile with the hieroglyphic statement 
of Ergamenes that Isis had given to him the Land of the 
‘Twelve Ar, “from Syene to Tachompso.”’ And, indeed, in | 
Philz itself Ergamenes had himself represented on the walls 
as Pharaoh, yet in close neighbourhood to representations 
of Ptolemy IV. in the same character. This curious over- 


Fic. 44.—Inscription of Ergamenes 
From the Temple of Ar-hes-Nefer, Philz 


lapping of Ptolemaic and Ethiopian kingship seems, how- 
ever, more easy to account for by some sort of friendly 
arrangement at this time between the two courts than by 
the hypothesis of an alternating dominion between two 
hostile Powers; for, on the latter supposition, one would 
have expected the king in possession to have effaced his 
rival’s monuments, as Ptolemy V. did some of those of 
Ergamenes at Philz later on. 
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Greece, during the later years of Ptolemy Philopator, was 
torn by the quarrel between Philip, king of Macedonia, and 
the Etolian League. Egypt took no active part in it. But 
it obviously acted. in various ways diplomatically ; there 
was constant intercourse between the Alexandrine court 
and the states of Greece ; it was convenient to many, all over 
the Greek world, to gain favour with the powers ruling in 
Alexandria. The gifts which the rich king of Egypt could 
make to any city whom he wished to benefit were not to be 
despised.t A dedication in honour of Ptolemy Philopator 
has been found in Rhodes;2 dedications in honour of 
Ptolemy and Arsinoe at Oropus and Thespiz in Beeotia.3 
Honours are voted to Sosibius by Tanagra and Orchomenus.* 
Polybius mentions with disgust the fulsome honours poured by 
Athens upon Ptolemy under the guidance of the popular 
leaders Euryclides and Micion.® 

Beside these traces of Ptolemaic influence in the independent 
states of Greece, we find naturally honour paid to the house 
of Ptolemy and its chief minister in states which were still 
directly under Egyptian control. ‘Thera,® Sestos,?’ Methymna 
in Lesbos,® Cnidos (a statue of Sosibius),® Halicarnassus,!° 
Cyprus.!! 

In the fight between Antiochus III. and his cousin Achzus, 
in Asia Minor, which followed the peace between Egypt 
and Syria, Ptolemy stood aloof. We only find that when 
Achzeus was being besieged in Sardis, the Alexandrine court 
made an attempt to contrive his escape by sending a secret 
agent, a Cretan named Bolis. The man proved treacherous, 
and, instead of rescuing Achzus, delivered him up to Antio- 
chus, who put him to death. 

But much more momentous for the destinies of the Medi- 
terranean world than any events happening in Greece or 
Asia were the events happening, during the reign of Ptolemy 
Philopator, in Italy and the West—the ‘‘ Second Punic War,” 
the decisive struggle between Hannibal and Rome. Already 
clear-sighted statesmen saw what was coming upon the world. 
At the Conference of Naupactus in 217—a conference at 


1 O. Kern, Magnesia-on-Meander, No. 23. 
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which envoys from Ptolemy were present—the /Etolian 
Agelaus put plainly before the representatives of the Mace- 
donian Powers and the Greek states that the dominion of 
the world was being decided in Italy. Unless they composed 
their quarrels and stood together, they would soon all be 
under the rule of either Carthage or Rome. His warning 
made an impression, but was of no avail. 

Later on, the king of Macedonia allied himself with Hanni- 
bal, and the AXtolians with Rome. The Egyptian court ob- 
served a careful neutrality. When in 216 a Carthaginian 
ship, carrying to Carthage as prisoner a pro-Roman Italian, 
Decius Magius, was compelled by bad weather to run into 
the harbour of Cyrene, Magius escaped to shore and took 
refuge at the king’s statue. He was brought to Alexandria, 
but was set free, only when the court had ascertained that 
Hannibal had made him prisoner in violation of a treaty. 
The following year a Sicilian, Zoippus, came to Alexandria, 
as the envoy of the young king of Syracuse, Hieronymus, to 
persuade Ptolemy to throw in his lot with the Carthaginians, 
but was, of course, unsuccessful. Between 215 and 210 
Roman ambassadors appeared in Alexandria. ‘There may 
have been occasions before this when the Alexandrines had 
seen pass through their streets envoys from the strong people 
of the West, figures stiff and self-contained in their voluminous 
white togas, looking with a settled conviction of superiority 
at the crowd of Greeks and Egyptians in the great Levantine 
city—but this embassy is the first of which we have trust- 
worthy record. It came to procure corn from Egypt, the 
one country in those days not at war; famine conditions 
prevailed in Italy, where the fields had been laid waste by 
moving armies.!. We are not told what answer was -given it 
by the Ptolemaic court ; probably Ptolemy did not think it 
inconsistent with his neutrality to supply the Romans with 
corn. When Rome, after the battle on the Metaurus in 207, 
made it plain that it did not desire to see the AEtolians make 
peace with Philip, the Alexandrine court, which had been 
sending envoys, together with other states of the Greek 
world, to mediate between the fighting Powers in Greece, 


1 Polyb. ix. 11a. 1. It is a question whether this embassy is to be 
identified with the embassy of Marcus Atilius and Manius Acilius 
given by Livy (xxvii. 4. 10) for the year 210 B.c. Livy makes one 
definite blunder in calling the queen at that date Cleopatra. See 
Holleaux, Rome, la Gréce et les Monarchies Hellenistiques, pp. 64 ff. 
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seems to have drawn back and shrunk from offending 
Rome.! 

The end of Ptolemy Philopator is wrapped in some mystery. 
Justin says that his death was kept a secret for some time by 
the court cabal. Ptolemy and Arsinoe perhaps appeared 
very little in public in the latter end of the reign. Ptolemy 
may have become altogether besotted with his wine and other 
excesses, and Arsinoe may have been kept more or less a 
prisoner in the palace. 

It now seems made out that Philopator died and Epiphanes 
succeeded to the throne on November 28, 203 B.c.” 

Mahaffy argued that the picture of Ptolemy Philopator 
drawn by Polybius, and indeed all our ancient authorities, 
was unfair. He was not such a hopeless sot as he is repre- 
sented. It is true that a collection of scandalous stories 
about Ptolemy Philopator was published by Ptolemy, son 
of Agesarchos (Ptolemy of Megalopolis), who had been em- 
ployed in his diplomatic service, and who wrote a history of 
the reign,® but it does not prove the account given by Polybius 
and others of Philopator to be untrue, that they may have 
drawn from this work. 

It appears to me that, whilst it is always possible that an 
account given of a person in history by contemporary writers 
is biased, one way or the other, and whilst it is a pleasure to 
many people to see an established estimate upset, there is no 
real evidence in this case to invalidate the testimony of 
Polybius and other writers about the character of Ptolemy 
Philopator. One of Mahaffy’s arguments was that if we 
knew of Ptolemy IV. from the inscriptions only, we should 
think much better of him. We should really know nothing 
about him; for inscriptions expressing official loyalty by 
men in government service, or honours paid to the king of 


1 Individual Romans might take service under Ptolemy IV., as 
they had done under Ptolemy II. The commander of the Ptolemaic 
garrison in the Cretan city of Itanus who puts up an inscription is a 
Roman, “‘ Lucius, son of Gaius ”’ (A. J. Reinach, Rev. des Et. Gr., 
19i1, p. 400; cf. Holleaux, Archiv, vi. (1920), p. 14). 

* Ernst Meyer, Untersuch. z. Chron. pp. 39 ff. The statement 
of the Canon that the first year of Epiphanes was 205-204 thus 
appears erroneous. The theory, favoured by Bouché-Leclercq, 
that Philopator really died in 204, but that his death was kept secret 
for a year or more, seems ruled out by the recent calculations of 
Ernst Meyer. 

3 Ai mepi tov Piiowdropa ioropia in three..or more books; see 
Susemihl, Gesch. d. gr. Lit. d. Alexandriener. Zeit. i. p. 905. 
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Egypt as a matter of policy by Greek city-states, are even more 
worthless as evidence regarding the king’s character than 
epitaphs are regarding the character of the person buried 
below. A more substantial argument was that Antiochus and 
Philip, after the battle of Raphia, deferred their attack on 
Egypt till after Ptolemy IV. was dead. They therefore 
obviously considered that, so long as he lived, Egypt was 
stronger than under his infant son. Mahaffy admitted that 
this argument would not hold on the supposition that 
Antiochus and Philip were afraid, not of Philopator personally, 
but of a government directed by Sosibius. Mahaffy, how- 
ever, held that Sosibius died before the end of Philopator’s 
reign. Yet the evidence is in favour of Sosibius having been 
still active at the proclamation of the infant Ptolemy as king. 


CHAPTER VIII 


PTOLEMY V., EPIPHANES (203-181 B.C.) 


Tue natural person to be guardian of the infant-king and 
regent of the kingdom was his mother, Arsinoe. So long as 
Philopator lived, Arsinoe could do nothing against Agathocles. 
As soon as Philopator was dead, with the favour of the people 
to support her, Arsinoe became dangerous. Before, there- 
fore, the king’s death was divulged, before Arsinoe could 
make a public appearance, Agathocles and Sosibius resolved 
to have her murdered in the secrecy of the palace. Even 
so, it was no easy matter to arrange the murder in such a way 
that it should not get bruited abroad and draw the wrath of 
the people upon their heads. If the queen suddenly died or 
disappeared, many people in the palace were bound to know 
it—the queen’s women, we learn afterwards, were devoted to 
her—and the murder must therefore be contrived in some way 
which would not excite the suspicion of those outside the 
plot. It required evidently a good deal of managing, since 
a number of agents were employed under the direction of a 
certain Philammon, a friend of Agathocles, and correspond- 
ence in writing took place between the conspirators. One 
letter fell into the hands of an outsider, who might have 
exposed the plot and saved the queen, had he been loyal. 
Unhappily he was not, and the murder was successfully 
accomplished. 

It may have been towards the end of 203 B.c. when 
Agathocles and Sosibius thought the time come to announce 
to the world that Ptolemy and Arsinoe, the Father-loving 
Gods, had departed to heaven. 

By the curious chance which has reigned in the preserva- 
tion of particular bits of the ancient historical literature, there 
is no part of the history of Ptolemaic Egypt—not the great 
events of the reign of the second Ptolemy, not the campaigns 
of Ptolemy Euergetes beyond the Euphrates—which comes 
into clearer illumination, showing scenes and events in their 
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manifold details, than the events in Alexandria, when 
Agathocles and Sosibius made their announcement to the 
people. You have to wait till the reign of the last great 
Cleopatra, before scenes in Alexandria are put before us with 
the same fullness of detail as the scene in Alexandria when the 


Fic. 45.—Coin of Ptolemy V. 


announcement was made in 203, and the scenes which followed 
it, described for us by Polybius, as they might be by a modern 
newspaper reporter. A full translation of those chapters 
of the ancient historian may be read in Mahaffy’s Empire of 
the Ptolemies. ‘There you see Agathocles and Sosibius, the 
two villains, on the wooden platform built in the great pillared 
court of the palace ; the diadem bound round the head of the 
six-year-old child, the little heir to the great Ptolemaic 
heritage ; the will, or supposed will, of the dead king read 
aloud, constituting Agathocles and Sosibius his guardians ; 


Fic. 46—Another Coin of Ptolemy V. 


the speech of Agathocles to the soldiers, drawn up alongside 
in their Macedonian armour; and then the production of 
the two silver urns, which Agathocles declares to contain the 
ashes of the late king and queen, and which, he says, are to 
be given ceremonious funeral—no doubt in the Sema, where 
the bodies of the kings were put near the body of Alexander. 
And then you are made to hear the murmurs spreading through 


254 PTOLEMAIC EGYPT 


the crowd, through the great city, the mystery of Arsinoe’s 
death, the pathos of her story, exciting popular emotion and 
unrest. 

For the moment Agathocles and Sosibius retained their 
position of power in Alexandria. But they were conscious 
of dangers all round. There was the danger from other 
personalities at court, who might cherish ambitions of their 
own, some of them, like Philammon, privy to the queen’s 
murder. There was the danger from the mercenary troops, 
who might be infected with the popular feeling against the 
young king’s unworthy guardians. And lastly there was the 
foreign danger, from Antiochus and Philip. Antiochus 
might renew his attack on Ccele-Syria; Philip might attack 
the Ptolemaic possessions in the A®gean, to say nothing of 
the native rebellion in Upper Egypt, still unsubdued. ~ 

Agathocles and Sosibius took what measures they could. 
Prominent personalities at court were got out of Egypt. 
Philammon was made Libyarch, that is, governor of the 
Cyrenaica. Ptolemy, son of Agesarchus, was sent as am- 
bassador to Rome. Scopas, the /Etolian condottiere, was 
sent to Greece to recruit a new body of mercenaries, who 
would occupy the camps in Alexandria and furnish the palace 
guards, whilst the old mercenaries were removed to a distance 
from Alexandria, sent in scattered detachments to do garrison 
duty in Upper Egypt or in the outlying dependencies. A 
son of old Sosibius called Ptolemy was sent as ambassador 
to Macedonia to prevent Philip, if possible, joining with 
Antiochus in an attack on the Ptolemaic possessions,! 
and Pelops, son of Pelops, was sent as ambassador to Antio- 
chus. Even before Philopator’s death, Antiochus had 
already begun to seize the Ptolemaic possessions in Asia 
Minor. Pelops had to entreat him to abide by his treaty 
with Philopator. A letter from Antiochus to Amyzon, near 
Tralles, promising them the privileges which they had 
enjoyed under Ptolemy, is dated May or June, 203.” 

Agathocles, however, was not prudent in his way of life. 


1 A mysterious phrase in Polybius (xv. 25. 13) seems to indicate 
that there was also some question of a marriage alliance between the 
houses of Ptolemy and Antigonus which this embassy was com- 
missioned to arrange. If so, the project must have come to nothing. 
We know no details. 

* O.G.1., No. 217. But see further emendations of the inscription 
and a discussion of the historical circumstances by Wilhelm in the 
Anzeiger of the Vienna Akademie d. Wissensch. for 1920. 
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The parvenu put no restraint upon his pride or his lusts. 
Popular feeling against him waited only for a suitable leader 
in order to explode. As for old Sosibius, he is no more 
heard of and must have died soon after the institution of the 
new régime. A leader was found in 202 in the person of 
Tlepolemus, whom Agathocles had appointed to command as 
strategos at Pelusium and organize the defence of the frontier, 
in case Antiochus reconquered Palestine. Pelusium was soon 
a centre of revolt against Agathocles. When the Macedonian 
troops in Alexandria! went over to the side of Tlepolemus, 
the fate of Agathocles and his associates were sealed. The 
incidents which led up to the explosion in Alexandria, and 
the scenes which followed it, are again described for us in 
vivid detail by Polybius, but cannot be told at length here— 
the storming of the palace, infuriated soldiers battering down 
doors and barricades, the pitiful attempts of Agathocles to 
compromise, to gain mercy; at last the surrender of the boy- 
king to the Macedonian troops. We see the bewildered child 
of seven set on a horse amongst shouting crowds, brought to 
the Stadium, set upon a throne in the sight of the people. 
Then a young Sosibius, a son of the old intriguer—a young 
man who is an officer of the Bodyguard and is sagaciously on 
the popular side—slips up to the small figure on the throne, 
bends to his ear, asks whether he delivers over the murderers 
of his mother to popular vengeance. It is easy to make the 
boy, dazed and frightened, give a sign of assent, and imme- 
diately the cry goes out, through the soldiery, over the city, 
“Tt is the king’s will!” Alexandria gives itself up to an 
orgy of lynching: Agathocles dragged out from his house 
and killed ; Agathoclea, the wretched old mother Gnanthe, the 
wife of Philammon, all carried through the streets naked, torn 
literally piecemeal ; Philammon himself, who happened to 
have just come to Alexandria from Cyrene, beaten to death, his 
little son throttled. It is with regard to these scenes that 
Polybius remarks that the inhabitants of Egypt (the remark 
applies evidently not only to the natives, but to the Greeks, 
who in this case were mainly, if not exclusively, concerned, 
and who must be supposed to have taken on, by their residence, 
some quality of the environment) have an abnormal tendency 
to commit atrocities, when their angry passions are roused. 
‘The “ Macedonians” are probably the troops recruited from 


the soldier-colonists («\npodxor) in Egypt, in distinction from the 
mercenaries whose homes were overseas. 
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Tlepolemus stepped, as regent,! into the place of Agathocles. 
It was better to have a soldier than a king’s catamite as ruler 
of the kingdom. But Tlepolemus was not a success; he 
was vain and boisterous, and neglected affairs of state for 
conviviality and games of ball. Antiochus and Philip made 
a compact to fall upon the Ptolemaic possessions—Antiochus 
again invading Ccele-Syria, as he had done seventeen years 
before, and Philip driving the Ptolemaic garrisons out of 
the places they held in and round the Aegean. In 202, within 
a few months of the announcement of Philopator’s death in 
Alexandria, Philip began expelling the Ptolemaic garrisons 
from Thrace and Gallipoli and establishing his own supremacy 
in their stead. In 201 his fleet took Samos and invaded 
Caria. By the end of the year Ephesus was almost the only 
place on the eastern shores of the /A%gean still remaining 
to the house of Ptolemy. Meanwhile, in 202 probably, 
Antiochus invaded Ccele-Syria and pushed back the Ptolemaic 
forces up to the desert between Palestine and Egypt. The 
city of Gaza did not fall till after a famous siege (autumn of 
201) 2 

About this time ambassadors from Rome appeared again 
at Alexandria—Marcus /Emilius Lepidus and two others. 
When Roman ambassadors had come nine years before, Rome 
had been hard pressed by Hannibal; now the ambassadors 
came from a victorious Rome, officially in order to announce 
the victory of Rome over Carthage to the friendly Ptolemaic 
court, really, no doubt, in order to get more information 
about the situation in the Levant, in view of their impending 
war with Philip. A curious point about this embassy is the 
statement which we find in later authors® that Marcus 
Lepidus was made the young king’s guardian, with power to 
administer the realm in his name. The statement, as it 
stands, is unquestionably false. To say nothing of the 
absence of any such idea in our better authorities (Polybius 
and Livy), it would be impossible to fit in such an office 
for Marcus Lepidus with the other things we know about 
his activities and about the history of the time. Yet we 


1 There seems to be no documentary evidence to support Mahaffy’s 
view that the young Sosibius and Aristomenes were associated in the 
supreme power, with Tlepolemus as minister for war. 

_ * Joppa seems to have still struck money with the head of Ptolemy 
in 200. 


8 Justin, xxx. 3-5 ; Valer. Max. vi. 6.1; Tacitus, Ann. ii. 67. 
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have a coin struck in Rome by a later member of the family 
of Lepidi, probably in 54 B.c., in which his ancestor, Marcus 
Lepidus, is represented crowning the boy-king, with the 
inscription TVTOR REGIS. Now, whilst we can easily under- 
stand the family giving currency to a legend in their ancestor’s 
honour, it does not seem likely that the legend arose without 
any basis at all. A relation of some particular kind must, 
one would think, have been formed between the Roman noble 
and the boy-king of Egypt. Mahaffy ingeniously suggested 
that Lepidus might have undertaken to act at Rome as the 
formal protector of Egyptian interests, as the king’s patronus 
Whether the further statement in Justin is true—that at the 
same time that Lepidus was sent to Egypt, ambassadors from 
Rome were also sent to Antiochus warning him not to attack 
Egypt—we do not know. Certainly Rome can have done 
nothing at this moment to make an enemy of Antiochus as 
well as of Philip. Justin says also in this passage that the 
boy-king had been placed “ by his father’s last prayers ” under 
the guardianship of Rome, as the ward (pupillus) of the Re- 
public. ‘This does not seem necessarily to imply a formal 
will and testament of Philopator’s making Rome his son’s 
guardian. If Ptolemy Philopator had done no more than 
express to Rome, in the course of his diplomatic corre- 
spondence, his hope that his son after his death might continue 
to have the friendly support of the Roman People, that would 
be enough to give a text to Roman statesmen and start a 
literary tradition which might appear in later rhetorical 
writers like Justin in the form of the statement we have 
before us. It seems likely, indeed; that letters written from 
the Alexandrine court to Rome, when Philopator’s end drew 
near, would contain expressions of this kind. ‘That is all we 
can say. ' y 
The ease with which the foreign enemies had despoiled 
the house of Ptolemy showed up the incapacity of ‘Tlepolemus 
as regent. We find him in about a year replaced by another 
regent, Aristomenes, an Acarnanian officer of the Bodyguard, 
who had been, to his discredit, a friend and flatterer of 
Agathocles, but who showed himself, Polybius says, an ad- 
mirable and virtuous administrator when he came himself 
into power.2 With the Acarnanian regent was closely 


1 Empire of the Ptolemies, p. 298, note. — ; & ee 
2 yevduevos KUplos THY OhwY TpayLaTwY , Kdd\NuoTa Kal ceuvitaTa doKeL 


mpoorhvar Tov Te Bacéws Kal Tis Baordelas (Gare Bite We 
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associated the /Etolian Scopas, whom we have already heard 
of, as employed by Agathocles. Tio Scopas, who had a 
high reputation as a soldier, although he had a freebooter’s 
passion for gain, was no doubt entrusted the supreme direc- 
tion of the military affairs of the realm. During the winter, 
201-202, Scopas was successful in recapturing a number of 
places in Southern Palestine from the forces of Antiochus 
—Jerusalem amongst them. He threw a garrison into Jeru- 
salem, and returned to Egypt, taking with him the leaders of 
the Jewish aristocracy who had supported the Ptolemaic 
cause. Then, apparently in the spring of 200, he returned 
to Palestine to open a new campaign, and was again successful 
in pushing back the Seleucid forces as far as the Lebanon. 

But any glory Scopas won by these successes proved elusive. 
Antiochus came south to conquer Ccele-Syria for the third 
time. Where the road through the Lebanon enters Palestine, 
at the place called by the Greeks Panion—from the sanctuary 
of some Semitic god near the source of the river Jordan, 
whom the Greeks identified with Pan—the Ptolemaic army 
under Scopas met the Seleucid army under Antiochus. It was 
a complete victory for the Seleucid. The battle of Panion 
ended finally, after the strife of a century, the rule of the house 
of Ptolemy in Palestine. Antiochus repossessed himself, 
this time for good, of the coveted province. Scopas himself, 
after undergoing a siege in Sidon, was allowed to return to 
Egypt. 

At Alexandria, with the large body of mercenaries attached 
to him, Scopas was still powerful. Using, as his principal 
agent, Charimortus, whom we have heard of as a governor of 
the elephant-country, he amassed riches to a degree which 
Polybius describes as ‘“‘ burgling the kingdom.” He con- 
ceived the design of a coup d'état which would place him 
in supreme power. Aristomenes forestalled him, had him 
arrested in his house, and tried by the Council. Distin- 
guished representatives of the Greek states, who happened to 
be in Alexandria—AMtolian ambassadors amongst them— 
were invited to be present at the trial as assessors, so that all 
the Greek world might have proof that Scopas was rightfully 
condemned. Scopas, together with a number of his associ- 
ates, was executed by poison. 

It was apparently soon after this that Aristomenes thought 


1 o the date of Panion, see Holleaux in Klio, viii. (1908), pp. 
267 ff. 
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the time come for the young king to celebrate his coming of 
age. He was (in October 197) only twelve years of age, but 
it was no doubt thought desirable that a point should be 
stretched in order to have as soon as possible a king in Egypt 
with personal authority. ‘The ceremonies of a king’s majority, 
called in Greek anaklétéria, were celebrated at Alexandria 
with becoming splendour. The surname chosen for the 
fifth Ptolemy was that of Theos Epiphanes, the God Manifest, 
to which a second surname, Eucharistos, ‘“‘ Gracious,” was 
sometimes officially added. The Greek anaklétéria were 
followed by another ceremony which, so far as we know, 
was an innovation in the house of Ptolemy. The little 
king was consecrated by Egyptian priests at the old capital, 
Memphis, with the coronation ceremony proper for a native 
Pharaoh. It was a new bid, of a dramatic kind, to secure 
the loyalty of the Egyptians to the foreign rule. Something 
‘of the sort seemed imperatively demanded. During all these 
years the native revolts, which had begun under Philopator, 
had been going miserably on. 

The hostile bands were led by two men whose names 
are read (by Revillout) as Anmachis and Hermachis. They 
may be Egyptians who aspire to Pharaonic dignity, or 
Ethiopian chiefs who have taken the opportunity to raid 
Upper Egypt. 

In any case, the friendly relation which seems to have sub- 
sisted under Philopator between the courts of Alexandria and 
Meroé gave place under Epiphanes to hostility. The later 
cartouches of Ergamenes in Phile have been defaced.” 
Amongst the fragments of Agatharchides is one which says 
that ‘‘ Ptolemy formed a corps of 500 horsemen from Greece 
for his war against the Ethiopians.” * We are not told which 
Ptolemy is meant, but in other fragments we seem to be given 
bits of a discourse supposed to be addressed to a young king 
by his guardian (epitropos), giving him advice with regard to 
a war against the Ethiopians. This would fit in with the 
hypothesis that the Ptolemy meant is the young Epiphanes.! 

When we inquire into the factors which brought about 


* Wilcken thinks that Ptolemy IV. had already begun the practice 
( Grundziige, p. 21). 

> Weigall, Antiquities of Lower Nubia, p. 42. 

3 Geog. Grec. Min. i. p. 119. 

4 Pap. Tor. (1, 5, 1. 27) mentions a movement of Ptolemaic troops 
under Epiphanes from Thebes towards the Upper Nile. 
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this spirit of nationalist revolt under the later Ptolemies, 
especially in Upper Egypt, an important one was probably 
the continued maintenance of the Pharaonic tradition in the 
Nile country to the south of Egypt. The Greek conquerors 
had subjugated Egypt, but they had not subjected the whole 
realm of the ancient Pharaohs, the whole area of Egyptian 
culture; and so long as the Egyptian nationalists saw their 
old tradition still ruling, there just beyond the southern 
frontier, they might well refuse to believe that it had been 
crushed for good. After all, the old legends told of Egyptian 
kings in former days, when Egypt was overrun by strangers, 
taking refuge in Ethiopia on the Upper Nile and issuing 
thence again to recover the land down to the sea. 

In the year 200-199 we hear incidentally that Abydos was 
being besieged.t Then, in 197, it is in the Delta that we find 
the rebels dangerous. They are in possession of the town of 
Lycopolis in the Busirite nome. The rebel bands have taken 
refuge behind its walls, and are besieged there by government 
troops, the young king, it would seem, being present with 
his soldiers. ‘The summer of 197 saw an abnormally high 
rise of Nile, which threatened, by submerging the siege- 
works constructed round the town, to compel the king’s troops 
to relax their pressure. To obviate this, the king’s troops 
blocked the canals which fed the neighbourhood of Lycopolis 
and diverted the water elsewhere. The rebel chiefs saw 
that their position was hopeless, and capitulated.?, The king, 
says Polybius, ‘‘ treated them cruelly, and fell into many 
dangers.”” The vague phrase, due perhaps to the abbreviator 
of Polybius, probably means that the cruelty of the king’s 
reprisals provoked more furious revolts later on. Another 
set of rebels—the chiefs who had headed the nationalist 
revolt under Ptolemy Philopator—were apparently brought to 
Memphis, and their execution combined with the ceremonies 
of the king’s enthronement as a Pharaoh on Phaophi 17 
(=November 26), 197. One can hardly make the boy of 
twelve responsible for what was done; even if he was 
officially of age, his public actions must have been still those 
of his Greek ministers. 

We do not know how large a section of the Egyptian people 
was infected with the spirit of nationalist revolt. ‘The bulk 


1 Perdrizet and Lefebvre, Les graffites grecs du Memnonion d’ Abydos, 


No. 32, 32 bus. if 
2 Ziwxav opas avrovs els Thy TOD Baclkews mictwy (Polyb. xxi. 7. 1) 


262 PTOLEMAIC EGYPT 


probably remained quiet and acquiescent.1 The court, 
at any rate, had thought it prudent in the years since the 
young king’s accession to perform a number of acts of grace. 
Certain taxes were abolished; others were lightened. Debts, 
to a large amount, owing to the royal treasury were remitted. 
Prisoners, including many who had been a long time in con- 
finement, awaiting trial, were set free. Members of the caste 
of machimoi and others who had taken part in the revolt, but 
had returned home, were granted an amnesty. Possibly 
Egyptians began to be given higher posts in the bureaucratic 
system. In a papyrus which seems to belong to the latter 
part of the 3rd century we find an Imonthes who is (provincial) 
diotketes.2. The court especially directed its care to con- 
ciliating the Egyptian priesthood by new graces and con- 
cessions, and by new honours paid to the national religion. 
These are enumerated on the famous Rosetta Stone, to which 
we now come. 

This stone, of black basalt, now to be seen in the British 
Museum, was discovered at Rosetta by the French in 1799, 
when Napoleon was occupying Egypt, and was left for the 
English to take possession of in 1801. On it is inscribed in 
hieroglyphic script, in Greek, and in demotic (the stone is 
broken and a good part of the hieroglyphics is gone) a decree 
passed on Mechir 18 (=March 27), 196, by the general 
synod of Egyptian priests from the whole kingdom assembled 
at Memphis. It was this stone which first gave the key of 
the ancient language of Egypt to the younger Champollion 
in 1824, and is thus the foundation stone upon which the 
whole of modern Egyptology has been built up. The occa- 
sion for which the synod was assembled was what was called 
in Egyptian a sed festival. ‘The rites of a king’s institution 
having been originally conceived to impart a supernatural 
power and virtue to the new king, there had been a custom 
in ancient Egypt of renewing the rites at irregular intervals 
during a king’s reign—as if to recharge him with the divine 
electricity. The intervals, originally, it seems, of thirty years, 
are not found in Pharaonic Egypt shorter than two years. 

1 Loyal dedications on behalf of the king made by Egyptians 
(more or less Hellenized Egyptians, since the inscriptions are in 
Greek): by Achéris son of Erieus to Isis Méchias at Tehneh 
(O.G.I. 94) ; by Sementiphis son of Phaneus to the god Semeniphis 
(O.G.I. 95); by officers of the native bodyguard, the “ epilektoi 


machimot about the Court” (O.G.I. ii. No. 731). 
* E, v. Druffel, Archiv, vi. (1920), pp. 30-33. 
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There is, therefore, something strange in a sed festival for 
the young Ptolemy taking place only four months after his 
enthronement. Possibly, as Bouché-Leclercq suggests, the 
original ceremony of enthronement the previous November 
had been “‘ somewhat scamped owing to the circumstances 
of the moment,” and it was thought well to make sure that 
the young king was properly charged with power. A stone 
discovered in 1884 at Damanhtr shows that another synod 
of a similar character took place at Memphis in 182. Since 
this second synod takes place in Pharmuthi (=June in this 
particular year), it is obvious that there was no necessity for 
the date of a sed festival to be the anniversary of the enthrone- 
ment. ‘The decree on the Rosetta Stone is as follows : 

“In the reign of the young one—who has received his 
royalty from his father—lord of crowns, glorious, who has 
established Egypt, and is pious towards the gods, superior to 
his foes, who has restored the civilized life of men, lord of 
the Thirty Years’ Feasts! even as Hephaistos the Great ? ; 
a king, like the Sun,* the great king of the upper and lower 
regions ; offspring of the Gods Philopatores, one whom 
Hephaistos has approved, to whom the Sun has given the 
victory, the living image of Zeus, son of the Sun, ProLemy 
LIVING-FOR-EVER BELOVED OF PTaH,® in the gth year, when 
Aetus, son of Aetus, was priest of Alexander, and the Gods 
Soteres, and the Gods Adelphoi, and the Gods Euergetai, 
and the Gods Philopatores, and the God Epiphanes Eucharis- 
tos; Pyrrha daughter of Philinus being Athlophoros of 
Berenice Euergetis, Areia daughter of Diogenes being Kane- 
phoros of Arsinoe Philadelphus, Irene daughter of Ptolemy 
being Priestess of Arsinoe Philopator, the 4th of the month 
Xandikos, according to the Egyptians the 18th of Mechir. 
Decree. The chief priests and prophets and those that enter 
the inner shrine for the robing of the gods, and the feather- 
bearers and the sacred scribes, and all the other priests who 
have come together to the king from the temples throughout 
the land to Memphis, for the feast of his reception of the 


1 T.e. the sed festivals. / 
2'That is the god Ptah, the special god of Memphis, whom the 
Greeks, curiously, identified with their Hephaistos. 


3'The Egyptian Ra. , 2; ; : 
4“ 'This refers to the solemn and private visit paid by the king to 


the inner shrine of Ptah for his coronation ”’ (M.). 


®'The Egyptian Amen. 
6 This is the rendering of his cartouche-name, 
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sovereignty, even that of Ptolemy, THE EVERLIVING, THE BE- 
LOVED OF PraH, THE Gop EprpHaNes Eucuaristos,! which 
he received from his father, being assembled in the temple in 
Memphis on this day, declared: Since king Ptolemy, THE 
EVERLIVING, THE. BELOVED OF PTAH, THE GOD EPIPHANES 
Eucuaristos, the son of king Ptolemy and queen Arsinoe, 
Gods Philopatores, has much benefited both the temples and 
those that dwell in them, as well as all those that are his subjects, 
being a god sprung from a god and goddess (like Horus, the 
son of Isis and Osiris, who avenged his father Osiris), <and> 
being benevolently disposed towards the gods, has dedicated 
to the temples revenues in money and corn, and has under- 
taken much outlay to bring Egypt into prosperity, and to 
establish the temples, and has been generous with all his own 
means, and of the revenues and taxes which he receives from 
Egypt some has wholly remitted and others has lightened,” 
in order that the people and all the rest * might be in prosperity 
during his reign; and has remitted the debts to the crown, 
which they in Egypt and in the rest of his realm owed, being 
many in number ; and those who were in prison, and under 
accusation for a long time back, has freed of the charges against 
them; and has directed that the revenues of the temples 
and the yearly allowances given to them, both of corn and 
money, likewise also the proper moiety to the gods from vine 
land, and from gardens,‘ and the other property of the gods, as 
they were in his father’s time, so shall remain ; and directed 
also, with regard to the priests, that they should pay no 
more as the tax on consecration (reAeotixdv) than what was 
appointed them in the time of his father and up to the first 
year <of the present reign> ; and has relieved the members 
of the sacred tribes from the yearly descent of the river to 
Alexandria; and has directed that the pressgang for the 


1 The recurring cartouche-name. 

2'This lightening is said to be expressed in the demotic version 
by ““ gave them the control of,” viz. gave back the collection of them 
to the priests. 

’“"The people” (6 \adés) must mean the native Egyptians; “ all 
the rest,” the Macedonians, Greeks, Asiatics, etc., domiciled in the 
country. 

4“ The priests, whether truly or falsely, imply that the dmémoupa 
had been restored to the temples. A Petrie papyrus (II. xlvi.), dated 
the second and fourth year of Epiphanes, speaks of this tax as paid 
to Arsinoe and the Gods Philopatores, so that the statement of the 
priests is probably false ; but see Revenue Papyrus, p. 121, and Mr. 
Grenfell’s note’ (M.). 
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navy shall no longer exist ;1 and of the tax of byssus cloth 
paid by the temples to the crown ? has remitted two-thirds ; 
and whatever things were neglected in-former times has 
restored to their normal condition, having a care how the 
traditional duties shall be duly paid to the gods ; and likewise 
has apportioned justice to all, like Hermes the. great and 
great,? and has ordained that those who come back# of the 
warrior caste, and of the rest who went astray in their 
allegiance in the days of the disturbances, should, on their 
return, be allowed to occupy their old possessions; and 
provided that cavalry and infantry forces should be sent out, 
and ships, against those who were attacking Egypt by sea 
and by land, submitting to great outlay in money and corn, 
in order that the temples, and all that are in the land, might 
be in safety ;° and having gone to Lycopolis, in the Busirite 
nome, which had been occupied and fortified against a siege 
with an abundant magazine of weapons and all other supplies 
(seeing that disloyalty was now of long standing among the 
impious men gathered into it, who had done great harm to 
the temples and all the dwellers in Egypt), and having en- 
camped against it, surrounded it with mounds and trenches 
and elaborate fortifications ; but the Nile making a great rise 
in the 8th year <of his reign>, and being wont to inundate 
the plains, did prevent it, having dammed at many points the 
outlets of the streams, spending upon this no small amount of 
money—and having set cavalry and infantry to guard them,® 
presently took the town by storm, and destroyed all the im- 
pious men in it, even as Hermes and Horus, the son of Isis 


L“ GurydAnWiw Tw es Thy vavreay may also mean the right of 
seizing whatever is wanted for the navy. But the word vavreia is 
not known in this sense, and the demotic version, which is said to 
indicate some compulsory service, has no equivalent for it”? (M.). 
The priests can hardly have been themselves liable to be impressed 
for the navy, but it would no doubt inconvenience them to have the 
temple-servants, the labourers on the temple-lands, etc., carried off. 

2“ We know from the Revenue Papyrus (cols. 98, 99) that there was 
a tax on the sale of this cloth’’ (M.). 

‘ 37 have not altered this truly Egyptian phrase, which often occurs 
in the form great great”? (M.). 

4 “Tt might be inferred from the D.V., which makes the word future 
(according to Revillout), that we should read karamopevoomevous oe (NL) 

> The external enemies attacking Egypt by sea could hardly be any 
others than the forces of Antiochus. 

6“ Te. the dams; or it may be, owing to the inundation being 
kept off, that he set his army to invest the rebels, who had hoped 
the rising Nile would raise the siege” (M.). 
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and Osiris, formerly subdued the rebels in the same district ; 
and the misleaders of the rebels in his father’s day, who had 
disturbed the land, and done wrong to the temples, these 
when he came to Memphis, avenging his father and his own 
royalty, did punish as they deserved at the time that he came 
there to perform the proper ceremonies for his reception of 
the crown ; and did remit what was due to the crown in the 
temples up to his 8th year, being no small amount of corn 
and money; so also the fines for the byssus cloth not de- 
livered to the crown, and of those delivered the cost of having 
them verified,! for the same period; and did also free the 
temples of <the tax of > the artabe for every arura of sacred 
land, and the jar of wine for each arura of vine land ; and to 
Apis and Mnevis did give many gifts, and to the other sacred 
animals in Egypt, much more than the kings before him, 
considering what belonged to them <the gods> in every 
respect ; and for their burials did give what was suitable 
lavishly and splendidly, and what was regularly paid to 
their special shrines, with sacrifices and festivals and the 
other customary observances ; and did maintain the honours 
of the temples and of Egypt according to the laws; and did 
adorn the temple of Apis with rich work, spending upon it 
gold and silver and precious stones,” no small amount; and 
has founded * temples and shrines and altars, and has repaired 
those requiring it, having the spirit of a beneficent god in 
matters pertaining to religion, and finding out the most 
honourable of the temples < or sites >, did renew them during 
his sovereignty, as was becoming; in requital for all of 
which things the gods have given him health, victory, power, 
and all other good things, his sovereignty remaining to him 
and his children for all time : 

“WITH PROPITIOUS FORTUNE: It seemed good to the 
priests of all the temples in the land to increase greatly the 
existing honours of king Ptolemy, THE EVERLIVING, THE BE- 
LOVED OF PTAH, THE GOD EPIPHANES EuCHAaRISTOS, likewise 
those of his parents, the Gods Philopatores, and of his ancestors, 


'“"This clause is quite obscure to us, as we do not know what 
devyuaticowos means. ‘The demotic version is said to be, ‘ the 
complement for pieces of cloth kept back,’ which implies a different 
reading, but Hess (Budge, II. 86) denies this’ (M.). 

*“ Both the hieroglyphic and the demotic versions give for this 
corn, a curious variant, if Revillout be credible in his rendering”’ (M.). 

5“ In the demotic ‘ amplified’ ’’(M.). The temple of Aroeris-Apollo 
at Ombi was begun under Epiphanes (Letronne, Recueil, i. p. 46). 
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the Gods Euergetai and the Gods Adelphoi and the Gods 
Soteres, and to set up of the everliving king Ptolemy, THE BE- 
LOVED OF PTaH, THE Gop EprpHanes Eucuarisros, an image 
in the most prominent place of every temple, which shall be 
called that of ‘ Ptolemy, the avenger of Egypt,’ beside which 
shall stand the principal god of the temple, handing him the 
emblem of victory, which shall be fashioned <in the Egyptian> 
fashion ;* and that the priests shall pay homage to the images 
three times a day, and put upon them the sacred adornment 
(dress), and perform the other usual honours such as are 
given to the other gods in the Egyptian festivals; and to 
establish for king Ptolemy, the God Epiphanes Eucharistus, 
sprung of king Ptolemy and queen Arsinoe, the Gods Philo- 
patores, a statue and a golden shrine in each of the temples, 
and to set it up in the inner chamber with the other shrines ; 
and in the great festivals, in which the shrines are carried in 
procession, the shrine of the God Epiphanes Eucharistos 
shall be carried in procession with them. AND in order 
that it may be easily distinguishable now and for all time, 
there shall be set upon the shrine the ten golden crowns of the 
king, to which shall be applied an asp, as in the case of the 
asp-formed crowns, which are upon other shrines, but in the 
centre of them shall be the crown called Pshent, which he 
assumed when he went into the temple at Memphis to perform 
therein the ceremonies for assuming the royalty ; and there 
shall be placed on the square surface round the crowns, 
beside the aforementioned crown, golden amulets <on which 
shall be inscribed:> that it is <the shrine > of the king, who 
makes manifest < or illustrious > (é7:avy) the Upper and the 
Lower Country. And since the 30th of Mesore, on which 
the birthday of the king is celebrated, and likewise [the 17th 
of Paophi ?] in which he received the royalty from his father, 
they have considered name-days in the temples, since they 
were the occasions of great blessings, a feast shall be kept in 


1° From the fortieth line onward the fracture at the right side becomes 
more serious, and invades the text, so that words, not always certain, 
have to be supplied to fill up the construction. But there can be 
no doubt regarding the general sense. I have therefore not thought 
it worth while to indicate each of the gaps at the close of the lines. 
All the English reader requires is to be assured of the substance 
and of the sense, and that no modern idea has been imported into 


the text ” (M.). : : F 
2'This date is recovered from the duplicate of the hieroglyphic 


text from Damanhur, 
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the temples throughout Egypt on these days in every month, 
on which there shall be sacrifices and libations, and all the 
ceremonies customary at the other festivals [some words 
lost]. And a feast shall be kept for king Ptolemy, THE 
EVERLIVING, THE BELOVED OF PTAH, THE GOD EPIPHANES 
EucuarisTos, yearly (also) in all the temples of the land from 
the first of Thoth for 5 days; in which they shall wear 
garlands, and perform sacrifices, and the other usual honours ; 
and the priests <of the other gods> shall be called priests of 
the God Epiphanes Eucharistos in addition to the names of the 
other gods whom they serve; and his priesthood shall be 
entered upon all formal documents <and engraved on the rings 
which they wear> and private individuals shall also be allowed 
to keep the feast and set up the aforenamed shrine, and have 
it in their houses, performing the customary honours at the 
feasts, both monthly and yearly, in order that it may be known 
_ to all that the men of Egypt magnify and honour the God 
Epiphanes Eucharistos the king, according to the law. This 
decree shall be set up on a stele of hard stone, in sacred and 
native and Greek letters, and set up in each of the first, 
second, and third (rank) temples at the image of the ever- 
living king.” 

When the decree on the Rosetta Stone is compared with the 
decree passed at Canopus forty-three years before, the in- 
creasing self-assertion of the native element in Egypt is 
evident. In the first place, the synod now meets, not at 
Canopus, but at Memphis. In the second place, the mass 
of sacred formulas attached by tradition to a Pharaoh, which 
pore absent in the Canopic Decree, are luxuriant in the decree 
of 196. : 

Whilst the young king was with his army fighting his 
native subjects at Lycopolis, the regent Aristomenes was 
unable to arrest the further crumbling away of the Ptolemaic 
power abroad. Antiochus after conquering Ccele-Syria 
had not made any attempt to invade Egypt itself. Our 
data do not allow us to say when the state of war between the 
two kingdoms was brought to an end. We know that either 
as part of the treaty of peace, or some time after the conclusion 
of the treaty, the daughter of Antiochus, Cleopatra, was be- 
trothed to the young Ptolemy—who had no sister for him 
to marry! We know that in the conversations between 
Antiochus and the Roman ambassadors-at Lysimachia in the 
summer of 196 Antiochus declared that Ptolemy was already 
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his friend, and that a marriage alliance between the two houses 
was in prospect. On the other hand, Antiochus had been 
busy the previous year occupying the coast towns of Cilicia 
and Lycia, which had been subject to Ptolemy,? and had 
taken over Ephesus, where he passed the winter. In the 
spring of 196 he had annexed to his own realm the regions of 
Thrace and the Gallipoli peninsula, which had been Ptolemaic 
(though a Ptolemaic garrison continued to hold Thera), and 
even after he had made the declaration just specified to the 
Romans, within a few weeks he formed a plan (which fell 
through) to seize Cyprus by a coup de main. This does not 
look like a state of amity. Bouché-Leclercq supposes that 
the declaration made by Antiochus at Lysimachia was only 
a declaration of his intention to make peace with Egypt and 
give Ptolemy his daughter in marriage. It is, perhaps, more 
likely that peace had already formally been made between the 
two houses, and the marriage agreed to on both sides,* but that 
Antiochus considered Egypt to be so feeble under its present 
régime that he might seize the Ptolemaic oversea possessions 
which he coveted, without the court of Alexandria daring to 
break off relations. ‘The prospective marriage between the 
young Ptolemy and a Seleucid princess might seem something 
so desirable in these days at Alexandria that the court would 
be willing, for the sake of that, to put up with the Seleucid 
king’s high-handed proceedings. 

Rome was now, after its signal victory over Philip at 
Cynoscephalae (in 197), in a position to adopt a stronger 
tone towards the Powers of the Eastern Mediterranean. 
Yet, although the Roman ambassadors had warned Antiochus 
that Rome considered the young Ptolemy to be under its 


1 Liv. xxxiil. 40. 

2 Tribute from Lycia collected by Ptolemaic officials in 201 B.c. 
(Tebtunis, i. No. 8; Chrest., No. 2). 

3 According to St. Jerome the marriage was arranged in the seventh 
year of Ptolemy Epiphanes, 7.e. 196-195, four or five years after the 
battle of Panion. Jerome seems to have some substantial source 
behind him, since he states that the Seleucid envoy was a certain 
Eucles of Rhodes. The Chronicon Paschale puts the betrothal in 
the consulship of Purpureus and Marcellus, 7.e. 196 ; the Chronicon 
also says it was in the seventh year of Ptolemy, 7.e. reckons the years 
of Ptolemy from 203-202. Bouché-Leclercq rejects Jerome’s state- 
ment on the ground that the proceedings of Antiochus are incom- 
patible with the existence of a formal state of peace, but are they 
incompatible with a merely formal state of peace, which Antiochus 
knew he might violate in practice without causing a rupture ? 
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protection, Rome was not able, or not willing, to call upon 
Antiochus to give back the Ptolemaic possessions which he had 
seized. Not a word apparently was said on the subject. 
And in the following years it became evident that Antiochus, 
who had given a welcome to Hannibal, was prepared to 
break with Rome and fight for supremacy in the Eastern 
Mediterranean. 

During the winter 193-192 the marriage between Ptolemy 
Epiphanes (aged sixteen) and one of the daughters of Antiochus 
was celebrated at Raphia on what was now the frontier of the 
Seleucid realm. This princess was called Cleopatra. The 
most usual name for queens and princesses in the house of 
Seleucus was Laodice, but that name had already been given 
to Antiochus’ elder daughter, who had been married to her 
brother, the heir to the Seleucid throne. In view of the 
famous association which history was going to establish 
between the name Cleopatra and Egypt, it is an inquiry 
of some interest how this daughter of Antiochus III., who 
first brought the name into the house of Ptolemy, herself 
came by it. Cleopatra (“ having a glorious father ”’) is a good 
Greek name, borne by some of the heroines in Greek myth- 
ology. It has not before now been met with in the house 
of Seleucus. But there had been, a hundred years before, a 
Cleopatra of great note in the Greek world, the sister of 
Alexander the Great, whose hand was sought by more than 
one of the great Macedonian marshals who contended for 
Alexander’s heritage—perhaps at one time by Ptolemy Soter 
himself. In all probability it was the association of the name 
with the family of the great Alexander which led the Mace- 
donian king who had inherited the greater part of Alexander’s 
Asiatic empire to give the name to one of his daughters. 

Although by language, education, and manners, Cleopatra 
was, of course, Macedonian and Greek, she was not of pure 
Macedonian blood. Her mother was the daughter of king 
Mithridates of Pontus, come, that is to say, of one of those 
Persian noble houses which had been established as great 
lords in Asia Minor under the old Persian Empire, like the 
Norman barons in England, and which, in the days of con- 
fusion after Alexander, had carved out kingdoms for them- 
selves in that country. Cleopatra had thus a considerable 
strain of Persian blood from her mother, whilst on her father’s 
side her great-great-great-grandmother had been the Persian 
princess Apama. The house of Ptolemy, whose blood had 
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hitherto been pure Macedonian, has, after this generation, a 
proportion of Persian blood in its veins—-a proportion which 
does not diminish as rapidly as it ordinarily would, through 
the practice of brother-and-sister marriage. 

In the agreement between Antiochus and Ptolemy sealed 
by the marriage a great deal had obviously turned on the 
question what dowry Cleopatra was to bring to Egypt. It 
is impossible for us to-day to know what was stipulated on 
this point. In the next generation it was a matter of con- 
troversy between the two houses, and if it was debatable to 
people who had all the documents before them, it is not 
much use for modern scholars, without the documents, to 
make guesses in the dark. We may say with fair certainty 
that Ccele-Syria came into the negotiations somehow, be- 
cause we have the authority of Polybius for the fact that the 
Alexandrine court in the next generation maintained that 
Antiochus agreed to retrocede Ccele-Syria as part of the 
dowry.!' Antiochus IV. denied that any such agreement had 
been made, and it would indeed be incredible that Antiochus 
III., after all his trouble in securing at last a possession which 
had been coveted by his house for a century, should agree 
six years later to give it back! It is also fairly certain that 
Ptolemy never did, after the marriage, exercise any kind 
of authority in Ccele-Syria; Seleucid rule continued there 
undisturbed. Yet the Alexandrine court must have had 
something to go upon when they made the allegation. It may 
well be that Antiochus agreed to assign to his daughter, when 
she was queen of Egypt, the revenues collected by his govern- 
ment from Ceele-Syria, or from certain districts in Ccele- 
Syria, and something of the kind may be behind the statement 
of Josephus that the revenues from Ccele-Syria were “ divided 
between the two sovereigns.” But it is not certain whether 
by “the two sovereigns”? Josephus meant Ptolemy and 
Antiochus or Ptolemy and Cleopatra, and the whole of this 
section of Josephus (Arch. xii. §§ 160 ff.) is so mixed up with 
impossible legend that not much value can be attached to his 
phrase about the revenues of the province. 

Of the history of Egypt during the remainder of the reign 
of Ptolemy Epiphanes hardly anything is known. ‘The great 
question in foreign policy before the Alexandrine court during 
the years which followed the marriage was the attitude to be 

1 Polyb. xxviii. 20. 9; Appiin, Syr. 5 (Appian, the Egyptian 
Greek, takes naturally the view of the Alexandrine court). 
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taken in the struggle between Antiochus and Rome. Appar- 
ently Aristomenes, who remained the young king’s chief 
councillor, even after he had ceased to be regent, wished to 
draw the house of Ptolemy to the side of the Seleucid. Had 
the great Macedonian houses not an interest in standing to- 
gether against the new Western Power, which was seeking to 
thrust itself into the world which they had dominated be- 
tween them, for well over a hundred years? There seemed 
something unworthy in the successor of the great kings who 
had ruled in Egypt cringing to a foreign republic—not even a 
Greek one. On the other hand, there were men of influence 
at the Alexandrine court, who were so convinced that Rome 
was going to prove the strongest Power in the world that they 
were for friendship with Rome at any price. Besides, if 
Rome defeated Antiochus, might not Ptolemy perhaps get 
back Ceele-Syria? It might seem like treachery, so soon 
after the alliance with Antiochus had been concluded, for the 
young Ptolemy to throw his weight against his father-in-law, 
when Antiochus was engaged in the supreme struggle of his 
life. But self-interest must come before everything. One 
can imagine the kind of arguments with which the great 
question of the hour was debated backwards and forwards at 
Alexandria. 

Ptolemy, having now reached manhood, had come to feel 
Aristomenes irksome. In the time of his boyhood, the regent 
had been in the position to direct his conduct and keep him 
in the right way, and perhaps the old man did not change 
his conduct rapidly enough when the boy had turned into 
a rather harsh-tempered and imperious young man. The 
story told us is that one day when the king went to sleep in his 
chair during an audience with foreign ambassadors, Aristo- 
menes took the freedom of touching him on the arm. That 
gave the enemies of the old councillor their opportunity. 
They buzzed in the king’s ears that Aristomenes had per- 
petrated a gross and public act of disrespect to the royal 
person. Perhaps Ptolemy listened to them the more willingly 
that he himself felt that it was time he got rid of his perpetual 
monitor. Aristomenes was compelled by royal command to 
drink hemlock. 

His place was taken by his rival, Polycrates of Argos, who 
prided himself, as we have seen, on belonging to an ancient 
family in one of the most ancient cities of Greece. Since he 
had trained the native recruits who fought in the battle of 
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Raphia twenty-six years before, Polycrates must now himself 
have grown old. He had won great credit as governor of 
Cyprus during the minority of the king, by his loyal and 
efficient administration of the island.! But in his old age, 
Polybius says, he had become rich, ostentatious, self-in- 
dulgent, and sensual. With Polycrates as his minister, there 
was no fear of Ptolemy’s being bored by moral sermons ; 
Polycrates was all smooth things and ingratiating flatteries. 
His foreign policy, the opposite of that of Aristomenes, was 
one of extreme subservience to Rome and hostility to the 
house of Seleucus. In the spring of 191, when Antiochus 
had invaded Greece, an embassy was sent from Egypt to 
Rome, bringing supplies of corn and money, which Rome 
refused to accept. Rome did not wish to be under any 
obligation to Ptolemy when the settlement came after the 
war. Again the following year (190), when the Romans had 
driven Antiochus out of Greece, Ptolemy sent an embassy 
urging them to strike at Antiochus in Asia and placing the 
resources of Egypt at their disposal. And again Rome 
declined the offer. When the battle of Magnesia (190 B.c.) 
had finally broken Antiochus before Rome, the Romans took 
away from the Seleucid all his territories in Asia Minor north 
of the Taurus and gave most of them to their friend, the king 
of Pergamon, but they gave nothing to Egypt—not even 
Ceele-Syria. The subservience prescribed by Polycrates 
had brought Ptolemy some shame and little profit. 

Possibly after this, Polycrates conceived the idea of Egypt 
taking a more active line of its own and attempting, when 
preparations were complete, to recover Ccele-Syria by its 
own military strength from the now enfeebled Seleucid. 
In 186 old Antiochus, the “‘ Great King,” died or was killed 
somewhere beyond the Tigris, and his son, Seleucus IV. 
(Philopator), did not seem able or disposed to make any 
effort. In the following year (185) we find the court of 
Alexandria trying, not very successfully, to form closer 
relations with the Achzan League as part, no doubt, of a 

lan of renewed activity in the Eastern Mediterranean. 
About the same time a eunuch of the Egyptian court, 
Aristonicus, goes to Greece to recruit new mercenary forces 
there. History knows of some persons of this unfortunate 
class, whose spirit triumphed over their physical disabilities. 


1 Statue of Ptolemy Epiphanes put up in Cyprus by Polycrates 
(O.G.I., No. 93). 
18 
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Aristonicus is one. He was a man, Polybius tells us, of energy 
and aptitude for military affairs. But it is ominous that now 
for the first time we hear of a eunuch as a person of influence 
at the Ptolemaic court. Hitherto the prominent personalities 
we have met with there, or in Ptolemy’s service, have been, 
whether they were good or bad, free citizens of some Greek 
city-state. A eunuch must necessarily have been a slave. 
The influence of palace eunuchs has been a common feature 
of Oriental monarchies, and their prominence from now on- 
wards in Ptolemaic history is a sign that this Graeco-Mace- 
donian court is becoming assimilated in some respects to the 
Oriental type. Aristonicus is said to have been a syntrophos 
of the young king '—that is, the little king had been, brought 
up with eunuchs, as little princes often are, in the harems of 
Oriental palaces. Eunuchs must have been not only slaves, 
but barbarians ; a Greek boy would never have been sub- 
jected to this mutilation—nor probably a native Egyptian.” 
In modern Egypt the palace eunuchs have been negroes, 
but this cannot have been the case with the eunuchs of the 
Ptolemaic court, or the conspicuous fact would have been 
noted in our authorities. ‘They were probably brought by 
the slave-trade, they or their parents, from some region of 
Asia, or some barbarian tribe near the Danube. In any case 
the eunuchs who became powerful at the Ptolemaic court 
must have received a Greek education. They are mostly 
called by Greek names (Aristonicus, Pothinus, Ganymedes). 
The vengeance taken upon the rebels in 197 had not put 
an end to the nationalist revolt. In the Thebaid it was not 
till 187-186 that the Ptolemaic government got rid of the 
native (or Ethiopian) chiefs established there. Yet since 
work on the temple at Edfu was resumed in 187-186, the 
government must have brought that district securely again 
under its authority by that date. Some hieroglyphic and 
demotic inscriptions on the temple walls at Phile apparently 
refer to a suppression of Ethiopian rebels in the twenty-first 
year of Epiphanes (185-184 B.c.).2 Probably in this same 
year the king and queen Cleopatra, together with their 
little son, the future Ptolemy Philometor, make a dedication 


SSISAS 0. WAR: 

* Slaves in Ptolemaic Egypt seem usually to have been foreigners 
imported, not natives. See Bouché-Leclercq, iv. pp. 118 ff. But 
Egyptian slaves are found in Alexandria (Schubart, Archiv, v. p. 118). 

* Weigall, Antiquities of Lower Nubia, p. 48. 


: Library 
PTOLEMY V., EPIPHAAHZONa State Museum 


at Philz to Asklepios—that is, the Egyptian Imhotep. It 
would seem likely that the royal family had themselves 
gone to Upper Egypt after the pacification of the country. 
In the next year (184-183) apparently (Polybius says the 
king was twenty-five) Polycrates succeeded in finally crushing 
the rebellion in Lower Egypt. The native leaders, Athinis, 
Pausiras, Chesiiphos, and ‘Trobastus—men, it may be, who 
claimed descent from some of the Pharaohs of old, and had 


Fic. 48.—Dedication of Temple of Imhotep in Phile by 
Ptolemy V. and Cleopatra I. 


Discovered and photographed by Captain Lyons in 1896 


aspired to establish a new Egyptian dynasty, when the 
strangers had been driven out—saw that their cause was lost, 
and came to Sais to surrender their persons to the king on 
terms to which Ptoiemy had pledged his word. ‘Treacherous 
and vindictive, Ptolemy Epiphanes, when he had them in his 
power, broke faith. The Egyptian leaders were tied behind 
his chariot, dragged naked, misused, and put to death. In 
the military operations which were crowned by this triumph 
the young king had taken no personal part. Not that he was 
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a soft voluptuary, like his father; he was a young man whose 
leading passion was open-air sports, hunting, and athletic 
exercises—on one occasion he had ridden down a bull and 
killed it with a blow of his javelin—a genuine Macedonian, 
but whose physical energy and courage was marked by a 
certain hard brutality and cruelty. It was not indolence or 
cowardice which kept him from any experience of war; it 
was the policy of Polycrates, who preferred to retain the 
supreme control in military affairs and leave the king to his 
athletic amusements. Perhaps if Ptolemy Epiphanes had 
lived longer he would have led an army to. recover Ceele- 
Syria from the Seleucid. Immediately after the vengeance 
taken on the nationalist princes at Sais, Ptolemy was at 
Naucratis inspecting the new body of mercenaries brought 
from Greece by Aristonicus. 

A papyrus dated Choiach 26, Year 22 (z.e. Jan. 31, 184), 
contains fragments of an order sent to the chiefs of the police 
(epistatat ton phylakiton) by the king regarding the arrest and 
trial of persons suspected! The object of the order seems 
to be to check the abuse of the moment for the gratification 
of private quarrels and for blackmail (d:adopas 7 cevopod 
xép). ‘The suppression of the rebels throughout the 
country would no doubt create a state of things in which such 
abuses might be rife. 

In one of the latter years of the reign we find the federal 
state of Lycia honour one of the dignitaries of the Ptolemaic 
court, a certain Ptolemy, son of Ptolemy, who holds the office 
of Chief Huntsman (dpyixivyyos).2 This may indicate 
that the Ptolemaic court was backing up the Lycians at this 
moment in their opposition to the Rhodians, under whom they 
had been put by Rome in the new settlement of Asia Minor 
after the battle of Magnesia. It may have some connexion 
with plans at Alexandria for a reassertion of Ptolemaic in- 
fluence in the Levant, including a new war with the Seleucid 
power. Or it may simply show a continuance of old friendly 
relations between the Lycians and the house of Ptolemy. We 
find, a few years earlier (after Ptolemy’s marriage in 193, before 
the birth of his eldest son), a dedication made in the Lycian city 
of Xanthus on behalf of Ptolemy and Cleopatra by some one 
who is probably (for the stone is broken) Lycian on his mother’s 
side *—the side by which descent was reckoned in Lycia. 


' Preisigke, Sammelbuch, No. 5675. 
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If the raising of new mercenaries in Greece seemed to 
portend a war coming, the renewed attempt on the part of the 
Ptolemaic court in 183 to form an entente with the Achzan 
League also probably meant some large plan developing. 
The attempt this time seemed successful. It was the anti- 
Roman party in the Achzan League who welcomed Ptolemy’s 
advances. It looks as if in Egypt, too, Polycrates had changed 
his policy of unqualified subservience to Rome or was losing 
the direction of affairs. The Achzan League appointed am- 
bassadors to go to Egypt, one of whom was the historian 
Polybius, then a young man. But the embassy never left 
Greece. Suddenly Ptolemy Epiphanes died, aged only 
twenty-eight (end of 181). 

The fifth Ptolemy might, of course, have shown energy. 
and capacity in other directions than as a sportsman, had he 
lived. It is interesting to note that he was the first king of 
the dynasty in whom we see the issue of a brother-and-sister 
marriage ; he was certainly more vigorous than his father. 
For the next generation Cleopatra of Syria introduced fresh 
blood. ‘Three children were left of the marriage—two sons, 
and a daughter who was given her mother’s name, to bear 
witness to the world, by the name Cleopatra, that the kings 
of the house of Ptolemy had henceforth also in their veins 
the blood of Seleucus. 

There are three noticeable innovations in the system of the 
kingdom connected with the reign of Ptolemy Epiphanes. 
One was the institution of another eponymous priesthood— 
the ‘‘ Priestess of Arsinoe Philopator,”’ the king’s unhappy 
mother, henceforth to appear in documents together with the 
Kanephoros of Arsinoe Philadelphus and the Azthlophoros 
of Berenice Euergetis. The new priestess first appears 
in the year 199-198, before the boy-king celebrates his 
anaklétéria 

The second innovation is a development of the court 
hierarchy. Under the earlier kings we find persons attached - 
to the court commonly described as “‘ Friends,” and we find 
persons with the military office of ‘“ Member of the Body- 
guard” (Sdmatophylax).2 But from the reign of Ptolemy 
Epiphanes onwards we find a titular membership in one or 


1 For changes of state-cult at Ptolemais, see p. 107. 

2In year 8 of Philopator (Edgar, Bull., No. 19 (1923), p. 116). 
An archisomatophylax in the middle of the 3rd century, B.c. (Grenfell 
(ii), 14-16 ; Petrie, iii. pp. 151 f.). 
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other of a series of classes or orders conferred as a personal 
dignity upon officials throughout the kingdom or upon other 
persons whom the king wished to honour. The highest order" 
is that of “‘ Kinsmen” (cvyyeveis), whom the king addresses 
as ‘‘Father”’ or ‘“ Brother,” just as in a modern state the 
sovereign addresses his peers as “ Cousin.” The second 
order is that of ‘‘ Commanders of the Bodyguard” (épxicw- 
patodtvraxes); the third order that of ‘First Friends ”’ 
(xpOroe didor). Then, fourthly, come the plain “ Friends ” 
(piAor). The fifth and lowest order is that of ‘‘ Successors ” 
(duéd0x01)—a _ title which probably meant at the outset 
that the persons in question were designated to ‘“‘ succeed ” 
to a place in the order of “‘ Friends,” as soon as there was 
a vacancy. Later on (from the reign of Euergetes II.) we 
find the number of orders raised to seven by the insertion 
of two extra ones—between “‘ Kinsmen ” and ‘‘ Commanders 
of the Bodyguard” the order of those “‘ Honourably 
associated with the Kinsmen” (éuérior tots ovyyevéow), 
and a similar one between “ First Friends ” and “ Friends.” + 
The thing most analogous to these dignities in a modern 
state is not peerages—since the Ptolemaic dignities were 
purely personal decorations, not hereditary—but honorary 
orders—the Order of the Garter, the Order of the Bath, etc. 
A “Commander of the Bath” does not exercise any real 
command in connexion with the sovereign’s ablutions any 
more than a Ptolemaic “‘ Commander of the Bodyguard ” 
exercised any real command in connexion with the care of 
the sovereign’s person. ‘The Ptolemaic dignities were con- 
ferred upon numerous people who held various offices in the 
state to which real duties were attached— governors of 
nomes, revenue overseers, etc.—but the dignities did not in 
themselves carry any duties with them. It is probable that, 
like modern orders, each Ptolemaic order had a distinctive 
dress belonging to it. This is not definitely stated in regard 
to the Ptolemaic kingdom, but we find a somewhat analogous 
system of orders in the Seleucid kingdom, and in this case 
one can gather that those admitted to the order of ‘ First 
Friends” wore a gown of purple (that is, red or crimson, 
not violet), and that the “ Kinsmen” were distinguished by 
a golden brooch, the gift of the king.* If an attempt were ever 
made to represent the court of the great Cleopatra in pictures, 


t of iodrimor Tots mpwro.s pldovs (Wilcken, Archiv, vi. p. 372). 
2 Macc. x. 62-65. 3 Macc. x. 89. 
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or on the stage, in accordance with real history, it is the 
courtiers in their Greek robes and wreaths, the officers in 
their Macedonian mantles and high-boots, who would give 
colour to the background, not the old Egyptian dresses which 
had marked the court of a Pharaoh centuries before. 

There are many questions connected with this Ptolemaic 
system of dignities to which we cannot find any certain 
answer. It appears in documénts, as has been said, from the 
time of Ptolemy V. onwards, but we do not know to what extent 
it was really new. It may be more the custom of parading 
dignities in official correspondence which is new, than the 
dignities themselves. Or again, the dignities may have 
existed at court as grades amongst people who did actually 
have the functions of councillors and commanders of the 
Bodyguard before the time of Epiphanes, and the new thing 
may be the extension of membership in the different orders, 
as a purely formal and fictitious dignity to people all over 
the kingdom. 

Another obscure question regarding the Ptolemaic system 
of dignities is its origin. Was it a development of the in- 
stitutions of the old Macedonian kingdom, where the kings 
had their “ Friends’ and their ““ Companions”? ? Or was 
it a borrowing from the native tradition of Egypt, .preserved 
in the memory of priests and scribes, since the title of 
“Friend ” (smiru) or “ Royal Kinsman” (sitenrekh) had 
been given long ago to the persons high in the service of 
Pharaoh ?? Or was it, as Strack thought, derived from the 
Seleucid court, when Cleopatra of Syria came to be queen of 
Egypt, and derived by the Seleucids from the old Persian 
Empire ?? In general, I think one cannot build much upon 
resemblances of office and title in the different monarchic 
courts, for the character of a monarchy in itself gives rise to 
certain kinds of offices, most naturally described everywhere 
by similar names. Every king has to have his bodyguard 
and his councillors, and those associated personally with 
him, in whom he has confidence, are naturally called his 
“ friends.”” From such features one cannot argue that this 
court has borrowed from that other one. ‘The theory that the 
Ptolemaic system was borrowed from the Seleucids has not 
much in its favour. We know hardly anything about the 

1 Very full details regarding the dignitaries in Pharaonic Egypt will be 


found in Sir F. Petrie’s articles in Ancient Egypt (1924, pt. iv. p. 109 ff.). 
2 Spiegel, Hranische Altertumsurkunde, iii. p. 622 
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Seleucid court, and though we do hear of orders there, as has 
been said, which seem analogous to the Ptolemaic ones, this 
is not till after the time of Antiochus III.; it seems more 
likely that the two great Macedonian courts of Syria and 
Egypt should show analogous developments, as the condi- 
tions of the world changed, than that one copied the other. 

A third question is why this development took place in the 
reign of Epiphanes. Wilcken supposes that it was “‘ in order 
to bind loyal people more firmly to the king after the period 
of revolution.”?! Mahaffy advanced the theory that it was 
in order to raise money ; the titles, he conjectured, were sold 
by the court. He built upon a story told of Epiphanes by 
Porphyry (cited by St. Jerome) that when Ptolemy was dis- 
cussing plans for opening the new war on Seleucus IV., one 
of his magnates asked him where he was going to find the 
money for it, and Ptolemy replied—the saying is also ascribed 
to Alexander the Great—that his wealth consisted in his 
friends. In the story, as Porphyry gave it, this certainly 
did not mean that Ptolemy had raised money by the sale 
of titles, for the story went on that the magnate understood 
the king’s answer to mean that he contemplated exacting 
heavy contributions to the war from the rich men attached 
to the court, and that in consequence, when the saying got 
abroad, there was a conspiracy against the king’s life amongst 
the magnates, which succeeded in killing him by poison. 
There is no real evidence to support Mahaffy’s conjecture. 

It is probably true that the Egyptian court and government 
at the end of the reign of Epiphanes suffered from a shortage 
of money. Egypt still had immense riches, as compared 
with other countries, and the commerce between the Medi- 
terranean and the Indian Ocean, which passed through 
Alexandria, must have continued to bring large sums into 
the royal coffers. But the house of Ptolemy had just suffered 
a serious diminution in its revenues from the loss of Ceele- 
Syria and its possessions in Asia Minor and Thrace, and its 
scale of expenditure, including the building of temples and 
other contributions to the native religion, had, no doubt, 
been adjusted to its previous revenues. Financial readjust- 
ment to the new state of things might well mean some tem- 
porary embarrassment, especially if, at the same time, pre- 
parations had to be made for a new war. 

The third innovation of the reign of Epiphanes, connected, 

1 Grundziige, p. 7. 
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no doubt, with the spirit of nationalist revolt in Upper Egypt. 
is that the governor (strategos) of the Theban nome has from 
henceforth the position of a viceroy, his authority extending 
over all Upper Egypt. In this capacity he usually has the 
title of epistrategos, a title of which the first known use is in 
an inscription belonging to the later years of Epiphanes,1 
but not in every case: Pads and Lochus, under Euergetes 
II., though they exercise apparently authority of the same 
kind and extent as those called epistrategos, are always de- 
scribed in our documents simply as “ strategos of the 
Thebaid.” In one case we find some one described, ap- 
parently under Euergetes II., as “ strategos autokrator of 
the Thebaid.” 2? Phommis, in the reign of Soter II., although 
obviously by his name of Egyptian race, is epistrategos, with 
the rank of Kinsman. 


1“ Hippalus, of the First Friends, Epistrategos and Priest [in 
Ptolemais| of Ptolemy Soter and of Ptolemy Epiphanes and Euchar- 
istos’ (O.G.J., No. 103). 

2"O).GI, Nos 147, 
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For the second time within twenty-one years—another of 
those accidents which bring great dynasties to the ground— 
the king of Egypt was a child. he elder of the two sons 
of Ptolemy Epiphanes was only five or six at his father’s 
premature death But it seemed fortunate that this time 
there was a regent—other than an ambitious courtier—to take 
up the reins, the queen-mother, Cleopatra. In these Mace- 
donian houses, as we have seen, a woman is the equal of a 
man. Cleopatra’s position at the Ptolemaic court had per- 
haps been a difficult one, when the policy of the court had 
taken a turn so hostile to the house of Seleucus; but if it had 
been hoped at Antioch, when she was married, that she would 
act as an agent for the Seleucids at Alexandria, there must 
have been disappointment in that quarter, for Cleopatra, we 
are told, remembered rather that she was wife of Ptolemy and 
queen of Egypt, than that she was the daughter of Antiochus 
“the Great ”’ and the sister of Seleucus IV. 

So long as Cleopatra lived as queen-regent, Egypt was quiet. 
She did not break with Rome, but neither did she pursue the 
plan of a war with Syria, which had been in contemplation 
at the end of her husband’s reign. In Syria a change, which 
was to have consequences, took place in 175. Seleucus 
IV. died and was succeeded by his brother Antiochus IV. 
(Epiphanes). Antiochus had been a hostage in Rome, and 
now appeared in Syria, supported by forces lent by the king 
of Pergamon, killed his infant nephew, the son of Seleucus, 
and placed himself on the Seleucid throne. What the rela- 
tions of this strange personality and his sister, the queen- 


1 'The theory, followed by Mahaffy, which regarded the problematic 
Ptolemy Eupator as an elder brother of Ptolemy Philometor’s, who 
was associated with his father on the throne; but died early, is in- 
compatible with the data now existing. See Bouché-Leclercq, ii. 
p. 56, note 2. 
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regent of Egypt, would have been in a few years, had Cleo- 
patra lived, one cannot say; unhappily within four years of 
this date—perhaps within two—Cleopatra died—young, like 
her husband. 

Her death must have been very sudden, or she would, one 
thinks, have made some provision for the regency being 
taken over by some one of standing and authority, when she 
was gone. As it was, the direction of affairs was seized by 
two creatures of the palace, Euleus and Lenzus, both of 
whom were of barbarian origin and both of whom had been 
slaves. Eulaeus was a eunuch and perhaps, by his name, a 
native of Khuzistan; Lenzus was a Syrian. The young 
Ptolemy being about fifteen at his mother’s death, the new 
regents hurried on his assumption of majority. They were 
probably afraid, if his minority continued, of Rome finding 
occasion to interfere. At least, it is generally supposed, on 
the faith of a doubtful phrase in a doubtful document, that 
the young Ptolemy’s anaklétéria were celebrated in 172, and 
that his uncle Antiochus sent a certain Apollonius to Alex- 
andria to represent the Seleucid court on this auspicious 
occasion.! 

And with this is brought into connexion the embassy 
sent from Rome in 173 “ to renew friendship with Ptolemy.” ” 
We are not told whether Ptolemy VI. was also consecrated 
by Egyptian rites at Memphis as a Pharaoh, but since Ptolemy 
V. set the example, we may take it for granted that it became 
the regular custom for later kings of the dynasty. Possibly 
at his anaklétéria, possibly earlier, in any case, before his 
marriage,® Ptolemy V. had: got the surname by which he is 
known—Philometor. He was officially ‘“‘ the Mother-loving 
God.” In this case the reference to the first years of his 
reign under the tutelage of Cleopatra is obvious. An in- 
scription, which can hardly be later than 172, shows him in 
that year already married to his sister, the little Cleopatra 
(Cleopatra II.) He himself then was only sixteen, and 
Cleopatra was younger. The royal couple are now wor- 
shipped together as “ the Mother-loving Gods.” 


12 Macc. iv. 21. We have to suppose (what is far from certain) 
that the mpwro\jo.a in this text are the same thing as what 
Polybius calls avax\yrijpia. 

2 Livy, xlii. 6. 510.G-1.,. INOS, 103, 105- 

40.G.I., No. 106. Already Qeol qiNoujropes in Amherst, 43 
(=Chrest., No. 105), 173 B.c. 
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Euleus and Lenzeus still directed the policy of the king- 
dom, and determined to resume the plan of an attack on 
Ceele-Syria. Antiochus Epiphanes regarded their hostile 
preparations as a justification for striking first. Both sides 
had sent embassies to Rome to present their case to the Senate, 
since any disturbance of the status quo in the East was liable 
to provoke the disapproval, and perhaps the intervention, 
of Rome. But Rome for the moment was entangled in the 
war with Perseus of Macedonia, and the Powers of the East 
were left to take independent action. Eulzus and Lenzus 
in 170, after making boastful speeches at Alexandria, led out 
an army to invade Ceele-Syria. Antiochus met them with his 
army before they had crossed the desert, and the Ptolemaic 
army was shattered. Then, by some ruse which is not 
specified, but which Polybius thought discreditable, Antiochus 
seized Pelusium, entered Egypt, and moved up the river on 
Memphis. For the first time since Alexander the Great, 
the invasion of Egypt from Palestine had been accomplished ! 
Antiochus Epiphanes, thanks to the present régime in Egypt, 
had succeeded at last where Perdiccas and Antigonus and 
Antiochus “the Great” had failed! The young king 
Ptolemy, badly, perhaps treacherously, advised by the palace 
eunuch, tried to escape by sea to the sacred island of Samo- 
thrace, leaving Cleopatra and his younger brother behind in 
Alexandria; but he was caught by the Seleucid forces and 
brought a prisoner to his uncle’s camp. Antiochus treated 
the young man with his characteristic false bonhomie. 

St. Jerome (probably following Porphyry) states that 
Antiochus was formally crowned by Egyptian priests at 
Memphis as king of Egypt. This is a very strange statement. 
Such an action would be incompatible with the policy of 
Antiochus—not to set Rome against him by displaying the 
extension of his power—and it would be incompatible with 
the position he took up a few weeks later, in treating with the 
Greek ambassadors—that he recognized Ptolemy Philometor 
as king of Egypt. We may say, I think, that Antiochus 
cannot seriously have meant to present himself to the world 
as a Pharaoh, and that possibly the statement about his being 
crowned at Memphis is quite untrue. But when we bear in 
mind the character of Antiochus—his spasmodic and extra- 
vagant caprices, his love of anything spectacular and dramatic 
—it seems to me quite possible that the same man who used 
later on in Antioch, as we know, to love to play at being a 
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Roman edile and judge disputes in the market-place, dressed 
in Roman garb, might quite conceivably, when he found 
himself at Memphis in 170, have had the ancient ceremony 
of crowning performed upon him by Egyptian priests—not 
as an expression of his real. political purpose, but for the fun 
of the thing. It is some confirmation of St. Jerome’s state- 
ment that coins have been found, apparently struck in Egypt, 
with the effigy of Antiochus. 

Meantime a revolution had taken place in Alexandria. 
The people and the soldiers had overthrown Eulzus and 
Lenzus and called the younger brother of Ptolemy Philometor, 
a boy of about fifteen, to the throne. Whatever the boy’s 
name may have been up to this moment, henceforth, as king, 
he, too, was Ptolemy. Later on, he was to be known by the 
surname of Euergetes, like his great-grandfather ; for the 
present he was officially distinguished from Ptolemy Philo- 
metor simply as “‘ Ptolemy the Brother.” 

Under the direction of the two new ministers at Alex- 
andria, Comanus and Cineas, appointed by the boy-king, on 
his own initiative or in answer to a popular cry, the city 
was put into a state of defence, which would have made its 
reduction by Antiochus, although he held Memphis and the 
open country of the Delta, a lengthy business. Ambassadors 
from Greece who happened to be in Alexandria streamed 
to Antiochus’ camp to attempt mediation. Antiochus took 
up the position that he was already on friendly terms with 
the rightful king of Egypt, Ptolemy Philometor; all that 
Alexandria had to do was to receive Ptolemy back. When 
Antiochus retired at the end of the year 169 with his army 
from Egypt, he left the country divided against itself—Ptolemy 
Philometor king in Memphis, and Ptolemy the Brother 
king in Alexandria. Antiochus did not apparently intend to 
keep Egypt under his own dominion ; it was enough that 
Egypt was reduced to impotence. Only he kept a Seleucid 
garrison in Pelusium, so that the door of Egypt should be 
open for him, if ever he wanted to return. 

During the winter 169-168, the policy of Antiochus met 
with a reverse. Negotiations passed between Alexandria 
and Memphis; perhaps the girl-queen Cleopatra took into 
her capable hands the task of bringing about an agreement 
between her two brothers. It was agreed that the two should 
be joint-kings, reigning together in Alexandria—Cleopatra 
continuing to be, as before, Philometor’s wite, ‘This re- 
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conciliation brought down upon Egypt a fresh invasion by 
Antiochus in the spring of 168. Simultaneously his fleet 
took possession of Cyprus. There was here some fighting, 
but in Egypt Antiochus appears to have met with no resist- 
ance. Philometor sent in vain an embassy to intimate, with 
thanks, to Antiochus that his grateful nephew no longer 
required his presence with an army in Egypt. Once again 
Antiochus came to Memphis, and from Memphis moved by 
slow stages on Alexandria. But now Rome had freed its 
hands by the final defeat of Perseus at Pydna (June 168), 
and could respond effectively to the bitter cry for intervention 
which had been coming to it from Alexandria in vain, so 
long as the war with Macedonia went on. At Eleusis, the 
suburb of Alexandria, Antiochus encountered a Roman 
embassy, headed by Gaius Popillius Lanas, who declared 
to him the pleasure of the Senate that he should immediately 
evacuate Egypt; and then the celebrated scene took place— 
Popillius drawing with his staff the circle in the sand round 
the Seleucid king, and telling him that he must give a definite 
answer before he stepped outside it. When the Roman 
ambassadors had seen Antiochus and his army safely out of 
Egypt, they proceeded to Cyprus and made the victorious 
Seleucid fleet withdraw from the island. Ccele-Syria re- 
mained to the house of Seleucus, but not for long. A new 
enemy was about to arise in that country itself—the Jewish 
nationalists led by the Hasmonzan family—who in the course 
of the next few generations would conquer for an independent 
Hebrew principality most of the province so long disputed 
between the two great Macedonian houses. 

For the next five years there were two kings in Egypt. 
Polybius says that both the brothers “‘ wore the royal head- 
band and exercised the authority.” 1 Curiously enough, there 
are few traces of this double régime in the coins and papyri. 
Coins issued at this period bear the inscription “ Of King 
Ptolemy ” in the singular; only, instead of the one eagle, 
the emblem of the house of Ptolemy, there are two eagles. 
Papyri or Greek inscriptions with the official protocol which one 
would expect, “ In the reign of Ptolemy, son of Ptolemy and 
Cleopatra, Manifest Gods, and of Ptolemy the Brother, 
Mother-loving Gods, etc.,” have not, so far, come to light for 
any of these five years. We have a letter from one official 
to another which begins, “ King Ptolemy is in health, also 
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king Ptolemy the Brother and queen Cleopatra the Sister 
and the children . . .”! This letter is dated “‘ Year 6 ”— 
a puzzle, since the year 6 of Philometor is 176-175, long 
before the double reign, and Wilcken’s theory that during the 
double reign Philometor agreed to have the regnal years 
reckoned from his brother’s elevation to the throne is hard 
to believe, though one does not see how otherwise to account 
for the date.? A hieroglyphic inscription 3 makes it probable 
that the two Ptolemies and Cleopatra were officially styled, 
all three together, the Theoi Philometores.* 

The five years of the double reign were anything but years 
of harmony. Of the three evils which ultimately brought 
down the kingdom built by Alexander’s sagacious marshal 
in Egypt, two had already appeared before Ptolemy Philo- 
metor came to the throne—Egyptian nationalism insurgent 
against the Greek supremacy, and the influence at court of 
ex-slaves and eunuchs. The third evil now made its appear- 
ance—strife within the royal family itself, brothers and sisters 
continually quarrelling for the throne. In these wretched 
feuds the strength of the Ptolemaic dynasty was wasted, just 
as the strength of the Seleucid dynasty was, after the reign 


1 Louvre, 63* (Strack, p. 34). 

2 Strack’s theory that certain departments of state were made 
over to “‘ the Brother,” and that in the official correspondence of these 
particular departments the diting of documents was by the years. of 
the Brother, in other departments by the years of Philometor, is 
still harder, if one considers what frightful confusion and incon- 
venience such a double system of dating would entail. 

3 Lepsius, Abhandlung. d. Berl. Akad., 1852, p. 467. 

4Yet in O.G.J. ii. No. 734, the Brother is mot included in 
Oeot Ptoujropes. An inscription from the basis of a statue at 
Ptolemais in the Cyrenaica (O.G.J., No. 124) runs: “ King Ptolemy, 
Mother-loving God, Brother of king Ptolemy and queen Cleopatra, 
erected by the City.” The statue in question is ordinarily taken 
(by Strack, Mahaffy, Bouché-Leclercq) to be a statue of Ptolemy the 
Brother, put up during the double reign, and is adduced to show 
that the Brother was also individually called Theos Philométor, like 
the elder king. Dittenberger says that it is certain (“‘ certum est ’’) 
that the statue was of Ptolemy Philometor, put up after his death, 
and that the Ptolemy coupled with Cleopatra is Euergetes II. It 
seems to me most probable that “the Mother-loving God” ts 
Ptolemy the Brother, but that the statue was put up not during the 
double reign in Egypt, but when the Brother was king of Cyrene, 
during Philometor’s lifetime. "The fact that Ptolemy the Brother was 
more or less continually at variance with the king of Egypt does not 
seem to me to rule out the idea that his subjects in Ptolemais, might 
refer to his relationship to the king of Egypt as showing that he 
belonged to the illustrious house of Ptolemy. 
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of Antiochus Epiphanes. Ptolemy II. and Ptolemy IV. had 
taken the means common in Oriental courts to obviate this 
evil: they had murdered their brothers. If Philometor 
had murdered Ptolemy the Brother, the house of Ptolemy 
might have been kept a unity for some generations longer. 
The fate of the dynasty hung upon the character of the young 
man who at this moment sat upon the throne. That char- 
acter, by the testimony of the contemporary Polybius, of 
later historians, and of recorded facts, was the best and most 
attractive exhibited by any king of the house. In an age 
when violence and cruelty were fearfully rife, Ptolemy Philo- 
metor was marked out by his gentleness and humanity. 
“None of his Friends ” (z.e. the men attached to the court 
and employed in the king’s service) ‘‘ did he ever make away 
with, upon any accusation whatever; I think I may say 
there was no single Alexandrine who suffered death by his 
will.” 1 Just as it was Philometor’s spirit of ready accommo- 
dation which had accepted his brother as a partner of his 
throne, so the way in which he met his brother’s selfish 
ambitions was the way of generosity and forgiveness. It is 
mere muddled thinking to suppose that because, from the 
highest point of view, goodness is worth while, therefore 
goodness pays as a means to worldly objects of desire— 
such as the establishment of a dynasty. Philometor’s good- 
ness proved wholly ineffectual to change his brother’s bad 
heart, and his brother survived to bring trouble upon the 
kingdom. If Philometor had removed him, as Philopator 
had removed Magas, he might have lost his own soul, but 
he would probably have gained more tranquil possession of 
the world for himself and for the house of Ptolemy. 

There was one thing now in the Mediterranean world 
which made the diseases afflicting the great Macedonian 
houses incurable—the baleful influence of Rome. This great 
sinister Power was now always there in the background, always 
ready to prevent any recovery of the eastern kingdoms, be- 
cause the strong elements in them always had the hostility 
of Rome working against them, and the disruptive elements 
always, when they were near being overcome, could find 
refuge and support in Rome and begin over again. Rome 
had saved Egypt from Antiochus, but Rome was equally 
unwilling to see the house of Ptolemy strong. It is question- 
able whether, with the ills now afflicting the kingdom and 

? Polyb. xxxix. 18. 
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the overshadowing influence of Rome, any descendant of 
Ptolemy Soter, however great a genius, could have made Egypt 
once more a strong independent Power. 

At Alexandria the years of the double reign were full of unrest. 
The younger Ptolemy, who had been called to the throne bya 
movement of the people, was popular and Philometor was not. 


US da Cees 


Fic. 49.—Conventional Egyptian Figures on Temple at 
Dér-el-Medineh, representing Philometor, Ptolemy 
the Brother, and Cleopatra II. 


A man of position and influence at the court tried to turn 
this state of things to his own ambitious ends. If, as seems 
to be implied,! this man was, wholly or partially, of native 


1 Diodorus (xxxi. 15a) does not expressly say that Dionysius was 
a native Egyptian, though the phrase rdvrwy Alyurriwy mporxwy év roils 
kata mbdeuov Kwdvors probably implies it. His being popularly called 
by an Egyptian rendering of his name (Dionysius=belonging to 
Dionysos : Petosarapis=belonging to Sarapis, who was sometimes 
regarded as a form of Dionysos) would not by itself prove Egyptian 
origin. It might have been a joke of the Greek Alexandrine populace, 


to give a nickname in the native language. 
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blood, it is the first time that we hear of an Egyptian in such 
high place under the Ptolemies. His name in Greek was 
Dionysius, in Egyptian Petosarapis. He had won distinction 
in the war with Antiochus, and a reputation for military 
prowess could perhaps whiten even an Egyptian in that 
Graco-Macedonian milieu. Dionysius used the popularity 
of Ptolemy the Brother to excite a rush of the mob upon the 
royal palace with intent to kill Philometor, who, so the report 
which Dionysius had set going through the bazaars declared, 
meant to make away with the younger king. Dionysius 
hoped to make away with both. But the plan failed, when 
Philometor first offered his brother to abdicate, and then, 
the Brother having declared that the tumult had been 
stirred up quite without his knowledge, when the two young 
kings appeared together in their royal garb (no doubt, 
Macedonian kausia, chlamys, krepides) before the populace— 
the picture of fraternal concord. Dionysius slipped away, 
but was soon heard of at the suburb of Eleusis, wheré he had 
got some 4000 disaffected soldiers to join him (possibly from 
the native levies, though our text does not say so). Philo- 
metor went out against the mutineers with a loyal force 
and crushed them. Dionysius swam naked across the canal ° 
and sought refuge amongst the native multitude. His in- 
fluence with the Egyptians was very great, and he used it to 
work up a new revolt.t 

The fragment of Diodorus breaks off here, and we do not 
know what happened to Dionysius and the Egyptians who 
rose at his call. But another fragment tells about “a new 
rebellion in the Thebaid,” and it may have hung together 
with the rebellion started by Dionysius. Ptolemy, we are told, 
“easily ” subdued the rest of the country, but the ‘nationalist 
bands concentrated in the fortified town of Panopolis (modern 
Akhmin) and were only reduced after a troublesome siege. 
Panopolis, on the other side of the Nile just opposite the 
great Greek city of Ptolemais, was, as Mahaffy observed, 
a very odd place for native insurgents to choose. 

Philometor returned victorious to Alexandria. But if the 
Brother had been innocent of any connexion with the agita- 
tion of Dionysius-Petosarapis, he did in the end contrive a 
movement against his brother, which succeeded. In the 


1 Amherst, 30 (=Chrest., No. 9), seems to refer to this rebellion. 
The rebels in the FayOm compelled a certain Condylus to destroy a 
deed of sale he kept on behalf of a native priest. 
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latter part of 164, Philometor was compelled to fly from 
Alexandria... The uneasy five years of double kingship 
were at an end. 

Philometor went to Rome. Diodorus describes? how 
from the Italian port where he landed he trudged up to 
Rome, habited as a common wayfarer and attended only 
by a eunuch and three slaves. Another young Macedonian 
prince, Philometor’s first cousin, the Seleucid Demetrius, 
was in Rome at the time as a hostage, and met him about 
20 miles from the City with a horse and royal apparel. But 
Ptolemy explained that it was all-important to produce the 
proper impression upon the Senate, and resolutely tramped 
the whole distance on his feet. At Rome (still with an eye 
to dramatic effect) he took up his abode in poor quarters with 
a Greek house-painter, to whom he had once shown favour 
in Alexandria. 

The decision to which the Senate came, in answer to 
Philometor’s pathetic appeal, was one which had the advan- 
tage, from the Roman point of view, of dividing the Ptolemaic 
realm into two. Philometor was to have Egypt and Cyprus, 
and Ptolemy the Brother was to have the Cyrenaica. How 
far Rome was prepared to enforce this judgment by military 
power we do not know. Philometor at first, obviously 
uncertain whether it would be safe for him to return to 
Egypt, went to reside in Cyprus. But experience of the sole 
rule of the Brother had in a few months changed the affection 
of the Alexandrines into violent hatred. They summoned 
back Philometor from Cyprus. The Roman embassy, 
which was now in Alexandria, claimed afterwards that it 
was only their presence which saved the Brother from being 
torn to pieces by the populace. The new arrangement was 
solemnly sworn to by the two kings, and the Brother departed 
to his Cyrenean kingdom (July-August 163).% 

Philometor proclaimed an amnesty of all crimes committed 
up to Epiph 19 of his eighteenth year (August 17, 163) 4— 
a kind of decree officially described as philanthropa. Hence- 
forth, to the end of his life, he was sole king in Egypt. We 
notice, however, an innovation in the form of official protocol 


1'The last documents before the expulsion (Louvre, 63. 1 and 3) 
have a date which corresponds with October 23, 164. __ 

2 Probably he was drawing from Polybius, who was in Rome at 
the time, and no doubt knew Philometor there. 

3 Wilcken, U. d. Pt. 1. p. 188. 4 Louvre, No. 63. 
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by which documents are now dated. Instead of running, “ In 
the reign of king Ptolemy, etc.,” it now runs, “ In the reign 
of king Ptolemy and queen Cleopatra.’1 Henceforth the 
queens-consort are regularly associated in the dating formula 
with the king. We cannot argue from this that Cleopatra II. 
had more actual power in the kingdom than, for instance, 
Arsinoe Philadelphus had had. It may have been rather a 
stretching of the official formula to correspond with a state 
of things which was more in accordance with Egyptian 
tradition than with Greek—the independent standing of 
woman in law and society. As the Ptolemaic monarchy 
showed in some other respects an assimilation to the Egyptian 
type, so in its official formulas it may now have shrunk less 
from what had an un-Hellenic appearance. Yet Cleopatra 
II., as we know from her record, was a woman of character. 
“The Sister’? may have been the most popular of the three 
children of Ptolemy Epiphanes in 163, when Ptolemy Philo- 
metor returned home from Cyprus. If so, it may be for that 
reason that Ptolemy made his close association with his sister 
more conspicuous by embodying it in the official style of the 
realm. In 153-152 Philometor’s eldest son, Ptolemy Eupator, 
was associated with his father as joint-king. He died, however, 
about three years later (about 150), but appears in later lists 
of the deified kings who are associated with Alexander in the 
State-worship.?, A younger brother survived as heir-apparent 
to the Egyptian throne. 

Papyri and inscriptions do not tell us much of what went 
on in Egypt during the remainder of Ptolemy Philometor’s 
reign. In October 163 we hear of the king and queen 
going on progress together up the Nile. The papyri 
from the Serapeum at Memphis tell us of their visit at that 
time to the shrine near the old capital. The king and 
queen were again at the Serapeum in October 158. In the 
same year, no doubt as part of the same progress, they 
visited Phile.? At Edfu the addition of a great wooden gate 
to the temple had been made in 177-176, when Philometor 
had still been a child under his mother’s regency ; the war 
with Syria and the rebellion in Upper Egypt had, after 


‘The earliest document so far known with the new form is a 
demotic papyrus of the year 21 (161-160 B.C.) (Strack, p. 33). 

* Inscriptions in honour of Eupator. See the article by L. Pareti 
referred to on p. 307, note r (O.G.I. 125, 126, 127). 

3 Lepsius, Denkmaler, iv. 23. 
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that, no doubt prevented work on the temple continuing ; 
but it was resumed, the inscription tells us, in the year 30 
(150-149). In other places where Philometor has left his 
mark as a builder or restorer or adorner of Egyptian temples 
the inscriptions give us no precise date. At Antzopolis 
(modern Qau el-kebir) Ptolemy and Cleopatra dedicate a 
pronaos to Antzus (z.e. the Egyptian god of the temple, whose 
name is not known, but is conjectured to have sounded some- 
thing like the Greek name Antaios)! At Ombi (modern 
Kom Ombo) Philometor continued the temple to Aroeris- 
Apollo (z.e. the Egyptian Har-wer, ‘‘ Horus the Elder ”’) 
begun by his father. 

There are also traces of work done for Philometor on 
Egyptian temples at Diospolis Parva, Karnak, and Esneh. 
But, besides the inscriptions put up by the king, or showing 
work done by royal order, we have Greek inscriptions put 
up by officials in honour of Ptolemy Philometor and Cleo- 
patra. At Ombi a shrine (c7«xos) is built by the garrison of 
the Ombite nome (infantry and cavalry) and dedicated ‘“‘ on 
behalf of ” the king and queen and their children “‘ on account 
of the benevolence shown by them.” ? 

In the island of El-Hesseh, south of Philz, a basis for three 
statues has been discovered which the Greek inscription 
shows to have been statues of Philometor, Cleopatra, and 
their son, and in the neighbouring Aswan the basis of a statue 
of Philometor.* In both cases the name of the dedicator 
has been erased, and the divine names “ Isis and Horus ” 
engraved to fill up the gap to the eye, although they make 
no sense. ‘The dedicator was, no doubt, some official who, 
as a partisan of Philometor, had fallen into disgrace under 
Euergetes IJ. 

There is evidence that the Ptolemaic court adopted at this 
moment a forward policy on the southern frontier. It 
evidently tried to establish against the Ethiopian Pharaohs 
a permanent occupation of the reach of the Nile above the 
First Cataract as far as the Second Cataract (Wady Halfa). 
If the reach from Aswan to Derar was known as the Dodeka- 
schoinos, this longer reach was called the Triakontaschoinos.° 


10.G.I., No. 109. 2O:Ge, NOw Dr4. 

o Strack, pez. *0.G.1., Nos. 121, 122. : 

5 Ptolemy the geographer (iv. 7, 10) put the Triakontaschoinos 
south of the Second Cataract, but the other evidence shows that this 


is wrong. 
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A hieroglyphic inscription to be seen on the rocks near the 
little village of Kharttim! declares that the Thirty-Ar-reach 
belongs to Isis of Phila *—just as other inscriptions assert 
this of the Twelve-Ar-reach. We know of two men who 
held prominent commands for king Ptolemy in this region 
at this period. One is Boethus, son of Nicostratus, possibly 
a Carian, who in 145-144 B.C. was epistrategos and strategos 
of the Thebaid, with the rank of Kinsman, evidently one of 
the chief men of the kingdom. At the end of the reign of 
Philometor, the birthday of Boethus was celebrated by annual 
festivals in the island of Seti (El-Hesseh), mentioned above. 
He had the task of founding two new towns in the Triakonta- 
schoinos, to which were given the names of Philometoris and 
Cleopatra. We never hear of these towns again, and their 
sites are quite unknown. Probably, as the Ptolemaic power 
contracted in the troublous days which followed, they were 
abandoned and disappeared. Boethus is found still holding 
his command in 136-135 B.c. under Euergetes. 

The other man is Herodes, son of Demophon, from Per- 
gamon, who is commandant (phrurarchos) of the garrison 
at Syene (Aswan) and Warden of the Stockade Camp 
(gerrhophylax),° but holds a further command which is de- 
scribed in one inscription by the words, “‘ put over the Upper 
Region,” and in another as “ over the Dodekaschoinos.”’® He 
has the court rank of a diadochus and the military rank of 
a hégemon ep’ andron. But, curiously, this Greek officer 
has also the office of an Egyptian priest; he is “ prophet ” 
of the god Chnubis and archistolistes of the temples in 
Elephantine and on the Abaton Island (Biggeh) and in 
Philz, and seems to be a prominent member of the synodos 
of priests of Chnomo Nebieb and of the deified kings of the 
house of Ptolemy, who meet at the temple on the island of 

1 About 30 miles above Phila, not to be confounded with the 
capital of the Sudan. 

> Weigall, Antiquities of Lower Nubia, p. 67. 

3 Preisigke, Sammelbuch, 4512. A collection of passages from 
papyri referring to Boethus is given by Meyer, Giessen, No. 36. 
Whether the description ‘“‘ Chrysaoreus ” affixed to Boethus means 
that he came from Chrysaoris in Caria, or that he was a member of 


a deme “‘ Chrysaoreus ”’ in Ptolemais, is uncertain. 

OK EAE IN@, fhaie. 

5 The gerrhon must have been a kind of defence like that which 
became very familiar to the English under the name of zariba during 
the Sudan wars in the latter part of the roth century. 

°O.G.I., No. 111 ; Preisigke, Sammelbuch, 1918. 
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Seti (El-Hesseh) for anriual festivals in honour of the royal 
family—a strange example of the way the Ptolemaic govern- 
ment pushed its officials into the control of the native religious 
corporations and bent those corporations to its own ends. 

‘The dedication (in Greek) made by Herodes and the other 
priests is to the king, the queen, the royal children, and the 
native gods, each of the four gods mentioned being identified 
with a Greek deity, though the inscription in each case tells 
us the native name as well. Thus the four mentioned are 
Ammon !=Chnubis, Hera =Satis, Hestia = Anikis, Dionysos 
= Petempamenti (“‘ He-who-is-in-Amenti”’). The dedication 
is made “ on behalf of ”’ Boethus. 

At Debéd the chapel erected by the Ethiopian king 
Azechramon was enclosed by more buildings, on one of whose 
pylons stands an inscription saying that the pylon is dedicated 
to Isis and the synnaoz theot on behalf of Ptolemy Philometor 
and his sister-wife Cleopatra.” 

An institution of which we first find mention in papyri 
belonging to the Thebaid under Ptolemy VI. perhaps indi- 
cates, as Bouché-Leclercq supposes, a definite attempt by 
the government to weaken the native element and strengthen 
the Greek, in this insubordinate region. Hitherto, as we have 
seen (page 159), the documents which regulated the legal 
dealings of Egyptians with each other had been drawn up 
in demotic by native monographot. And this was allowed to 
continue ; only now there appears in the Thebaid a class 
of Greek professional notaries, with the name agoranomot, 
who draw up legal documents in Greek, not only for Greeks, 
but for any Egyptians who care to resort to them instead 
of to their native scribes. The government further made 
a law (end of 146 B.c.) that demotic deeds, in order to be 
valid in law, must be registered and deposited in a govern- 
ment bureau (archeion or grapheion), accompanied by a précis 
in Greek. Further, the attestation of the agoranomos on a 
document dispensed with the need for witnesses. Yet 
again, in a case tried before a Greek court, demotic documents 
could be adduced only with a certified Greek translation. Any 
Egyptian, therefore, might simplify his business and halve his 
expenses by having a document drawn up in the first instance 


1 It is noteworthy that Ammon here counts as a Greek god! The 
god of the Oasis had been known and venerated so long in the Greek 
world that he had come to count as a Greek ancestral god. 

2 0.G.1., No. 107 ; see Roeder, p. 6. 
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in Greek by an agoranomos, and, except so far as Egyptians 
were prepared to pay for their patriotism out of their pocket, 
the monographoi were in danger of losing their occupation." 

To the years from 164 to 152 belong the voluminous budget 
of papyri discovered rather more than one hundred years ago 
on the site of the Serapeum, near Memphis, and now dispersed 
through various museums. ‘The Serapeum papyri form one 
of the great groups of Ptolemaic documents, and the whole 
set is now re-edited in chronological order in the first volume 
of Wilcken’s Urkunde der Ptolemderzeit. Perhaps more 
than any other set of documents, they bring home to us 
the new kind of knowledge we can have, through papyri, 
of antiquity—knowledge of the life of ordinary men an 
women in the ancient world. Antiquity, as it had been 
known from historians and literary texts, consisted of the 
doings of statesmen and generals and kings ; we could have 
some notion of those dominant personalities, but the great 
crowd of the nameless remained a dim mass, moving in- 
distinctly in the background. And now, thanks to the papyri, 
quite obscure individuals, whose names have been forgotten 
for two thousand years, are suddenly brought again into the 
light. They are known again, as men to men—their in- 
terests, their peculiarities, their actual handwriting. The 
Serapeum papyri are the papers of a certain Ptolemy, whose 
father, Glaucias, had been a Macedonian allotment-holder 
(Ratotkos) at the village of Psichis in the Heracleopolite nome. 
In October 172, or thereabouts, Ptolemy became a katochos 
in the Serapeum. What that means is still a subject of 
extensive controversy. So much is agreed that, as a katochos, 
Ptolemy might not go outside the precinct of the temple ; but, 
whilst some scholars hold that he had taken sanctuary as an 
insolvent debtor, or been confined to the precinct, as a 
punishment, by his military superiors, Wilcken has, I think, 
proved that the restraint was a purely religious one. Ptolemy 
was a devout worshipper of Sarapis, and Sarapis had some- 
how signified his will—by dream or inspired utterance— 
that Ptolemy should remain, for the term of the god’s pleasure, 
in his courts. This was a generally recognized form of 
religious consecration; there were other katochoi beside 
Ptolemy—Greek and Egyptian—in the Memphian Serapeum. 
The god, so far as we know, never set Ptolemy free. When 
the documents cease in 152 B.C. he is “‘ held fast ” still. 

1 Mitteis, Grundziige, ii. pp. 58 ff. 
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A very large proportion of the Serapeum papyri are rough 
copies of petitions to the authorities, complaints, correspond- 
ence, concerning affairs in which Ptolemy was interested. 
He had often with him his younger brother Apollonius, who 
was himself ‘“‘ held fast” by the god for a short time in the 
summer of 158. Apollonius acted as his brother’s secretary, 
and a good many of the documents are in his hand. The 
young man was a poor scholar, and his Greek is full of blunders 
in grammar and spelling. We have already seen, in another 
connexion, how in 157 Apollonius obtained an appointment 
to the corps of epigonoi at Memphis. Ptolemy’s papers refer 
to a number of different affairs. In 164 he addresses a 
petition to the two kings, because a girl, Heraclea, who had 
taken refuge in the Serapeum and whom he had adopted, 
had been taken away from him and delivered into slavery 
in Memphis. In 163 he appeals first to the strategos of the 
nome, and then to Philometor, because he had been confined 
to a particular cell by the temple authorities, and a body of 
priests, with some of the police from the police station at the 
Anubieum below, had raided his cell and carried off his 
belongings, on the pretext that they were searching for arms. 
Those were days when the antagonism between Greek and 
Egyptian, intensified by the recent rebellion of Dionysius 
Petosiris, was still strong. At the time of the rebellion, 
Ptolemy had suffered violence at the hands of Egyptians in 
the temple “‘ because he was a Greek,” and in 163 again he 
was set upon in his cell and mishandled. Hence, another 
appeal to the strategos. In 158 Ptolemy was again assaulted 
and beaten by some Egyptians—with “ ass-drivers’ sticks,” 
he indignantly throws in—on account of some quarrel arising 
out of a purchase of reeds (for basket-making ?) from a reed- 
vender in the temple courts. Again, an appeal to the 
strategos. The largest group of papers concern the affairs 
of two Egyptian girls, Thaues and T'atis—the “Twins” now 
so familiar to students of papyrology. Their father (probably 
an Egyptian) had been a friend of Ptolemy’s, and when their 
Egyptian mother went off with a Greek soldier, and their 
father, to escape being murdered by the soldier, fled to 
Heracleopolis and died there, the ‘wins took refuge with 
Ptolemy in the Serapeum. They obtained a post in the 
temple as priestesses of a minor order, Ptolemy making 
himself responsible for their maintenance. A fixed allowance 
of oil and bread was due to them from the royal treasury, the 
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syntaxis assigned to them as priestesses by the king. Accord- 
ing to the system prescribed, oil was delivered direct to 
priests and priestesses from the royal thesaurus; bread was 
delivered to the temple authorities for distribution. Through 
the slackness or dishonesty of officials and priests, the Twins 
failed to get their allowance in either kind when it fell due, 
and we have in consequence the stream of petitions and appeals 
drawn up by Ptolemy, either in the name of the Twins them- 
selves (who evidently could not write Greek) or in his own 
name on behalf of the Twins—to the government finance 
department, or the king and queen—from the beginning of 
163 to 161. r 

Amongst the papers of Ptolemy, some of the most curious 
are those in which he writes his dreams or the dreams of the 
Twins, regarded, of course, as of prophetic significance, and 
the very human letter of Apollonius to his brother in a moment 
of angry disillusionment : ‘“‘ I swear by Sarapis, if it were not 
that I have a little reverence for you still, you would never see 
my face again. Everything you say is untrue, and all that 
your gods say too, for they have thrown us into a great slough, 
where we are like to die, and when your visions tell you that 
we are going to be saved, then we sink under.’ Perhaps 
one point of especial interest is that we find these Greeks, here 
in the heart of Egypt, with the environment of an Egyptian 
temple, still holding on to the literary tradition of their people. 
As they sit on the sand under the Egyptian sun, one of their 
occupations is to copy out on their sheets of papyrus verses 
of Greek poets. We have forty-four verses of Euripides in 
a hand which is that of neither of the two brothers, other 
verses on the same papyrus in the handwriting of Apollonius. 
On the back of the papyrus are four columns of Euripides 
written by Ptolemy, and two epigrams of Posidippus, which 
had not otherwise come down to us, on the Pharos Light- 
house and on the temple of Arsinoe Zephyritis. Their 
mistakes prove that they are not men of high literary educa- 
tion; yet these men of a relatively uncultured Macedonian 
soldier-family, still in their rough way take pleasure in the 
scraps of Greek poetry they know. It is a significant indica- 
tion of the kind of culture kept up by the Greeks scattered 
over Eastern countries in the centuries after Alexander. 

The Jews in Egypt seem to have enjoyed the favour of the 
court under Philometor and Cleopatra. When in Jerusalem, 

CO Td PisiNown 70. 
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under the Seleucid power, the old line of high priests was 
ousted, and their office given to those who promised sub- 
servience to the king of Syria, the representative of the legiti- 
mate line, Honya (a name which the Greeks transmuted into 
Onias and vaguely connected with the ass, onos, which, accord- 
ing to a current belief, the Jews worshipped), fled to Egypt. 
He was apparently accompanied by a considerable body of 
his adherents, since Ptolemy assigned them a strip of territory 
on the eastern arm of the Nile, known afterwards as the “ land 
of Onias.”1 Onias was allowed to build on the site of an 
old deserted Egyptian temple of Bast at Leontopolis a Jewish 
temple, more or less a copy of the temple in Jerusalem, and 
institute a worship there with a priesthood formed from mem- 
bers of the sacred tribe. Sir Flinders Petrie has identified 
the site of the temple of Onias with the immense artificial 
mound called ‘Tell-el-Yehudiyeh, which he shows to have 
been thrown up all at one time in the 2nd century B.c. The 
remains would agree with Josephus’ statement that the main 
building of the temple erected on the mound was a tower 
60 cubits high. The temple had the same proportions as 
Solomon’s (on a smaller scale), and its surroundings were so 
arranged, Sir Flinders Petrie thinks, as to correspond roughly 
with the features of the ground around the temple at Jeru- 
salem.2, The worship went on there till the temple was 
closed by Vespasian. Although it was regarded as only 
‘* quasi-legitimate ” by the orthodox Rabbis, it must have had 
continuous support from a proportion of the Egyptian Jews. 

Although Philometor, after his return from Cyprus, con- 
tinued for the rest of his life to hold his kingdom against the 
machinations of his brother, it was only by an employment, 
as occasion required, of military energy or of diplomatic 
address. If Rome had stood by its own award of 163, as 
Philometor was prepared to stand by it, there would have 
been no room for further dispute, but there were men of 
influence in the Senate always ready to back up the appeals 
which came from Ptolemy the Brother for an oversetting of 
that judgment in his interest. What Ptolemy the Brother 
now asked for was Cyprus in addition to the Cyremaica, and 
the Senate, by listening to his ambassadors, kept the dispute 
in the Ptolemaic realm open. 

1 = Tos 2 . 131. 

2 ee Ault ae z jenna and Israelite Cities (British School 
of Archzology in Egypt, 1906). 
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In 162 Ptolemy the Brother went to Rome in person, and 
in spite of the pleadings of Philometor’s ambassadors, the 
Senate actually decided that the Brother ought to have 
Cyprus. He left Rome with two senatorial legates, charged 
to install him in the island as king, though they were not to 
use any military force, it being hoped that Philometor would 
amiably accede to Rome’s judgment. Philometor, however, 
while showing every possible honour to the Roman legate 
who presented himself at Alexandria, resolutely evaded 
giving assent to the new Roman proposition. ‘The Brother, 
who had returned to the Cyrenaica, procuring a force of 
one thousand Cretan mercenaries on the way, waited events 
on the coast near the Egyptian frontier. Then Cyrene and 
other Greek cities of his kingdom rose against him. He had 
left as his viceroy in the Cyrenaica, when he went to Rome, 
an Egyptian, whose native name was Sympetesis, and whose 
Greek name was Ptolemy—‘ another symptom, and a strange 
one, of the rising power of the natives”? (M.). When the 
rebellion broke out, Sympetesis threw in his lot with the 
rebels, and so did the Libyans, the fair-skinned natives of 
the Cyrenaica. Instead, therefore, of acquiring Cyprus, 
Ptolemy the Brother found that it was a question of his 
reconquering his Cyrenzan kingdom. Philometor received 
notice of Rome’s displeasure at his not having complied with 
the Senate’s judgment ; but the Romans had now a man to 
deal with in the king of Egypt. Rome was not prepared to 
use force—Philometor knew it, and he quietly held his 
position. Eight years went past, and Rome took no action. 
In 155 the governor of Cyprus, Archias, was caught in secret 
negotiations with the Seleucid king, Demetrius I., who also 
had his eye on Cyprus. This was the same Demetrius who, 
in 164-163, had shown friendliness to Philometor in Rome, 
and who had escaped in 162 to Syria, to take possession of 
the throne of his ancestors. A result was that the defences 
of the island were strengthened. In 154 the Brother ap- 
peared again in Rome and showed the horrified Senate certain 
marks upon his body, which he said were wounds inflicted 
upon him by would-be assassins in the service of Philometor. 
Rome wrote to its allies in the Eastern Mediterranean 
authorizing them to install the Brother in Cyprus by military 
force, but as Rome did nothing itself, and the allies were not 
anxious to do anything, and Philometor continued to sit 
quiet and firm, the Brother, when he landed in Cyprus with 
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a force, found himself left to his own resources. It was now 
the moment for’ Philometor to take military action, and he 
took it—swift, able, and effective. The invader was shut 
up in the Cyprian town of Lapethos and obliged to surrender 
his person into his brother’s hands. Philometor’s conduct 
at this moment showed the world what he was. He not 
only forgave the Brother, but made a new pact with him, 
according to which the Brother was to go back in peace to the 
Cyrenaica (which he had in the meantime brought again 
under his authority) and receive annually from Egypt a fixed 
amount of corn. Philometor also betrothed to him one of his 
own daughters, a third Cleopatra! The Brother’s conduct 
after Philometor’s death showed that he felt little gratitude. 
But he was not able to advance any further demand for Cyprus 
during Philometor’s lifetime. From the fact that his marriage 
with the young Cleopatra did not take place, we may perhaps 
gather that he again showed some unfriendliness. But 
Rome ceased to support him. Philometor found a powerful 
advocate at Rome in the person of Marcus Cato, the 
Censor. We still have fragments of an oration which Cato 
pronounced in the Senate, “De Ptolemaeo rege optimo et 
beneficissimo.” 

The young Eupator, associated, as we have seen, on the 
throne with his father from 153-152 to 150, when he appar- 
ently died at about the age of twenty, seems to have resided 
as viceroy in Cyprus. ‘Two marble slabs found in Delos were 
put up by a contingent sent by the League of Cretan cities 
as auxiliaries to fight under Philometor in Cyprus in 154. 
The first is in honour of the king: “... pardon for the 
offences committed throughout the kingdom . . . to treat 
him as a brother and friend, and the king being, in accordance 
with previous actions in regard to him, pious and God-fearing, 
and the most humane of all men, he made friendship and 
peace, showing a great spirit in all his dealings, making it a 
chief object of his policy to gratify the Romans. In order, 
therefore, that those who fought as the allies of king Ptolemy 
in Cyprus, and had a share in the glory, may be shown to 
pay regard to fine and memorable actions, and not forget the 


1 Both Philometor’s daughters were called Cleopatra. Whether the 
daughter now betrothed to the “‘ Brother ” was the one who after- 
wards became queen of Syria (Cleopatra Thea) or the one whom 
the “‘ Brother ” did marry after Philometor’s death (Cleopatra III. 
of Egypt), there is nothing in our sources to show. 
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benefits bestowed upon their several native cities, but always 
to evince the gratitude which such benefits deserve towards 
the benefactors. With propitious fortune: It is decreed, to 
_ give praise to king Ptolemy, and crown him with a crown of 
gold, and to set up two bronze images of him, the most 
beautiful possible, one in Delos, the other to Crete, in the 
city appointed by the League.’’! 

The second slab? is in honour of a man of Cos, Aglaos, 
son of Theocles, who, we are told, was a person of great 
consideration with ‘king Ptolemy the elder,” and had been 
at his side in the campaign in Cyprus. Aglaos was proxenos 
of the Cretans in Alexandria, and in this capacity had been of 
great service to men coming from the island to Egypt. This 
slab definitely states that the dedicators are those Cretan 
troops sent by the Cretan League (10 xowodv tov Kpyratéwv) 
to Alexandria, in accordance with the alliance subsisting 
between the League and Ptolemy Philometor. 

Egypt under Philometor could still bring force to bear at 
this or the other point in the Greek lands. ‘The inscriptions 
just cited speak of benefits bestowed by Ptolemy upon cer- 
tain cities of Crete, and show that although the cities of 
Crete were frequently embroiled with each other, a Cretan 
League of cities did exist, and that with this Philometor 
maintained alliance. An inscription of Itanos records that 
its people got military help from Ptolemy VI. against the people 
of Przesos.* 

There was still a relic, after all that had happened, of the 
old Ptolemaic supremacy in the /EZgean—the Ptolemaic 
garrison in Thera, from which island we have inscriptions 
of this time.’ We find even a Ptolemaic force, including a 
contingent of native Egyptians (machimot), at one moment 
occupying Methana in the Peloponnesus and operating in 
Crete;° and the head of a statue with a Greek face, but a 
Pharaonic head-dress, is believed to be an image of Philo- 
metor dedicated in the temple of Isis at Methana.® Inci- 
dentally we learn that the Confederation of the Cyclades still 


*0.G.I., No. 116; given in completer form by Holleaux, Archiv, 
vi. (1920), pp. 10, II. 

2 Published by Holleaux, Archiv, vi. pp. 9 ff. 

8 C.I.G. ii. Add. 25615. 

*0.G.I., Nos. 102, 110, 112; ii. No. 735. Cf. Holleaux, Archiv, 
vi. (1920), p. 20. 
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6 J. P.Six in Athen. Mitt. x. (1885), pp. 212-222 (=Fig. 50). 
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existed in 159 B.c., and that men from the islands served as 
mercenary marines in the Egyptian fleet. 

As between Egypt and Syria, the situation, soon after 
Philometor’s war in Cyprus, was transformed in a strange way. 
Demetrius I., on the Seleucid throne, had shown himself a 
king of high courage and vigorous resolution. That was 
enough, apart from his unauthorized escape from Rome in 
162, to bring upon him the hostility of the Senate. Un- 
fortunately, he also alarmed 
the neighbouring kings. 
His cousin of Egypt he had 
made his enemy by his 
designs upon Cyprus. 
When, therefore, the king 
of Pergamon put up 
another claimant to the 
Seleucid throne—a good- 
looking young man, prob- 
ably of base origin, but 
passing himself for a son of 
Antiochus IV. (Epiphanes) 
—and when the young 
man, having been to Rome 
and obtained the Senate’s 
blessing upon his enter- 
prise, returned to the East, 
to conquer Syria, Ptolemy 
sent an army from Egypt, 
under Galzstes, a man of 
princely race from the hill-  fyg. 50W—Greek Head of Philo- 
country between Northern metor in Pharaonic Head-dress 
Greece and the Adriatic, af 
to overthrow Demetrius. Demetrius fell before the coalition, 
and the pretender was installed as king of Syria (150). He 
called himself by the great name of Alexander, though the 
Syrians nicknamed him Balas. ‘Then came something very 
extraordinary. Philometor gave Alexander Balas his daughter 
Cleopatra in marriage. Bouché-Leclercq conjectures that he 
did so reluctantly ; he supposes that Philometor had originally 
intended to get back Ccele-Syria, but that when Alexander 
asked his daughter’s hand he thought it, on the whole, good 
policy to agree and drop the question of Ccele-Syria. Our 

1P, Hamburg, Inv. 333; cf. Archiv, vi. p. 366. 
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knowledge of the history is really so fragmentary that it is 
hardly worth while guessing at the considerations which 
moved the Alexandrine court. 

In two years’ time Alexander Balas had shown himself a- 
dissolute creature of no value, though he was popular with 
the Jews. A better claimant to the throne appeared in Cilicia, 
the boy Demetrius, the son of Demetrius I. In view of the 
threatened invasion of Syria from the north, Philometor 
entered Ccele-Syria with a strong force, passing through 
Ashdod and Joppa to Ptolemais (148). The contradictions 
of our authorities make it impossible to say whether he had 
come in support of Alexander, or against him—perhaps he 
did not himself let his purpose be known at the time At 
Ptolemais, in any case, there was an attempt to assassinate 
him, for which he declared that Alexander was responsible. 
From now, if not before, he was Alexander’s enemy. Having 
regained possession of his daughter, the queen of Syria— 
how we do not know—he transferred her, “ as if she were a 
piece of furniture’ (M.), to the young Demetrius. Antioch 
expelled Alexander, who fled to Cilicia, and Ptolemy Philo- 
metor entered the great Syrian city, which his ancestor, 
Ptolemy Euergetes, had entered as a conqueror almost 
exactly a century before. And then an astounding scene 
took place. The people of Antioch, wishing neither to have 
Balas nor the son of Demetrius I. as their king, besought 
Ptolemy to bind round his head the diadem of Syria, as well 
as that of Egypt. ‘The same man who, in his boyhood, had 
seen the house of Ptolemy brought to its greatest humiliation 
under the house of Seleucus—Antiochus playing the Pharaoh 
in Memphis—lived to find himself in Antioch invited to 
add all that remained of the Seleucid realm to the dominions 
of the house of Ptolemy! Philometor, with Rome casting 
its shadow over the world, was too prudent to accept the 
offer. He persuaded the people of Antioch to allow the 
young Demetrius to ascend his ancestral throne. He had, 
of course, exacted from Demetrius the retrocession of Ceele- 


1'The statements that Ptolemy’s first intention was to support 
Alexander may go back to Polybius, and, if so, have more authority 
than the statements of 1 Macc., where Balas is concerned. See 
Nussbaum, Observ. in Fil. Fosephi Antiquitates, Marburg, 1875, 
and H. Volkmann in Kiio, xix. (1925), p. 408. On the other hand, 
it seems more probable in the circumstances that Philometor would 
hold different plans in reserve, securing his own eventual action by 
garrisoning the Syrian coast-towns with Ptolemaic troops meanwhile. 
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Syria to the house of Ptolemy. Probably his troops were 
already in occupation of that ground of endiess debate. Then 
a sudden accident plunged everything again into confusion. 
Alexander returned with a force from Cilicia and was engaged 
by the army of Ptolemy and Demetrius on the river (Enoparas. 
He was completely routed and fled to the protection of an 
Arab sheikh in the neighbouring country. But in the battle 
Philometor had been thrown from his horse and got a severe 
fracture of the skull. Five days later he died under the hands 
of the surgeons, who were trying to smooth the jagged edges 
of bone. Before he died he had the satisfaction of seeing 
the head of his late son-in-law, which had been sent in by 
the Arab sheikh (June (?) 145).! It was the thirty-sixth year 
of his reign and the forty-first or forty-second of his life. 

Polybius says that Ptolemy Philometor combined with his 
goodness and kindliness a presence of mind and high courage 
in perilous crises and on the battlefield (crdoipoy ixavds Kat 
yevvatov év tots xuvdvvois tmdpxovra),? but that when things 
were going well, he was apt to show a slackness and 
inertia which were “ quite Egyptian.’ Justin rhetorically 
paints up the portrait and makes him a monster of obesity 
and indolence. This is quite incompatible with his known 
actions. But we can see how what Polybius says of him— 
and Polybius was in a position to speak with very precise 
knowledge—might give ground to Justin’s caricature. We 
may believe that Ptolemy Philometor was fat—there was 
obviously a tendency to fatness in the family—and fat good- 
natured men are apt to be over-easygoing, when there is no 
imperative call to action. Yet Philometor’s actions show 
that he could be resolute in great matters. His diplomacy 
in regard to Rome was resolute and courageous, as well as 
skilful and urbane. He took personal part in more than one 
war, all of them carried to a successful close—the war against 
the nationalist rebels in Egypt, the war against his brother 
in Cyprus, the war against Alexander Balas. And he re- 
ceived his mortal hurt riding, stout as he may have been, 
amongst the fighters in the field, after the manner of the old 
Macedonian chiefs from whom he sprang. 


1A demotic papyrus from Hermonthis still dates by Philometor 
on Payni 21 (=July 15, 145). It may be that he was already dead 
at that date, but that the news from North Syria had not yet reached 
Upper Egypt (Spiegelberg, Dem. Pap. Strassb. n. 21). 
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CHAPTER X 
PTOLEMY VII., EUERGETES II. (145-116 B.c.) 


WHEN Philometor met his sudden death in Palestine, Cleo- 
patra II. was left as queen in Egypt with her son, the 
young Ptolemy, who had been associated with his father as 
joint-king in the last year, or years, of 
Philometor’s life. But, there was no hope 
of maintaining a child on the throne of 
Egypt, when the practised uncle, Ptolemy 
“the Brother,” was waiting at Cyrene to 
seize the inheritance at the first favour- 
able moment. It is impossible from our 
fragmentary authorities to get any con- 

| secutive story of the events which put 
the “ Brother ” upon the throne. Egypt 
had for the moment no adequate body 
of troops at its disposal, since a large 
proportion of the Egyptian forces had 
gone with Philometor to Syria, and soon 
after Philometor’s death this army ceased 
to exist as an organized unity. The 
Fic. 51.—Cartouches Seleucid boy-king, Demetrius II., or 
of Ptolemy VII., those who exercised power in his name, 
Euergetes IT. improved the opportunity to destroy this 
instrument of Ptolemaic patronage and 

superiority. ‘They compelled Philometor’s troops either to 
enter the Seleucid service or make their way back, as they 
best could, to Egypt. Nothing remained of Philometor’s 
reconquests in Syria. There could be no question now of 
the Seleucid retroceding- Cele-Syria; Ptolemy’s African 
elephants remained in the Seleucid king’s possession. Alex- 
andria was obviously divided into two parties—one loyal to 
Cleopatra and her son, and one eager to have the “‘ Brother ” 
back again. ‘The Jews supported Cleopatra. What troops 


she could dispose of seem to have been commanded by two 
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officers of Jewish race, called Onias and Dositheus. This 
would not make her cause more popular at Alexandria. A 
deputation went to Cyrene to invite the “‘ Brother ” to return © 
and take over the kingdom of Egypt. Lucius Minucius 
Thermus, the Roman noble who had always been a partisan 
of the “ Brother,’ was in Alexandria, probably not by a 
mere accident, in these days. Whether any serious fighting 
took place between the troops introduced by Onias into 
Alexandria and the forces of the “ Brother ” we do not know. 
Justin says that the “ Brother ” established himself ‘‘ without 
a conflict’ (sine certamine). He assumed the title of 
Euergetes, associated with his popular ancestor, Ptolemy III. 
It was agreed that Cleopatra, the widow of her elder brother, 
should become her younger brother’s wife. She must, before 
consenting to this, have made some stipulation regarding the 
future position of her son—probably he was to continue as 
joint-king. In any case Euergetes II. simplified the situa- 
tion by having his nephew killed—“ assassinated in the arms 
of his mother at the wedding-feast,” Justin says—but that 
may be only rhetorical painting up in Justin’s way.! 

Against the Jews, who had supported Philometor and 
Cleopatra, Euergetes had a bitter grudge. Josephus tells of 
Euergetes, after his return to Alexandria, the story which 
3 Maccabees attaches to Ptolemy IV., how the king tried to 
have a great crowd of Jews trampled upon by his elephants, 
and how the elephants turned, instead, upon the king’s men. 
Euergetes was induced to give up his vendetta against the 
Jews, Josephus says, by the intercession of his mistress, 
whose name was given in one account as Ithake, in another 
as Irene. The Alexandrine Jews celebrated a day annually in 
memory of their deliverance. 

‘All our ancient literary sources. represent Ptolemy 
Euergetes II]. as a monster, disgusting in appearance and 
savage in his vindictiveness. He was certainly of a swollen 
corpulence which got him at Alexandria the nickname 
of Physcon (“ Pot-belly’’). Posidonius, whose teacher 
Panztius had seen him in Alexandria, vouches for his 
abnormal obesity.? Justin adds that he liked to wear garments 


1. Pareti identifies (it seems to me with great probability) the 
murdered boy with the Neos Philopator who appears in later lists 
of the Ptolemies (Ricerchi sui Tolomet Eupatore e Neo Filopatore, 
in the Reale Accademia d. Scienze di Torino, Ann. 1907-1908). 

2 Athen. xii. 549¢. 
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of transparent gauze, through which his blown-out body 
showed in almost worse than naked hideousness.' Our 
sources also speak of his sanguinary persecution of all whom 
he suspected of disloyalty in Egypt—executions, orders of 
banishment, confiscations on a wide scale, even massacres 
of the people of Alexandria by his hired soldiery. 

Apparently his hand was especially heavy upon the i- 
telligentzia of Alexandria. Many of them had been attached 
to Philometor and were regarded by Euergetes as his enemies. . 
A number of the savants and artists connected with the 
Museum became scattered through the Greek lands, by 
flight or banishment, and created in the places to which they 
went—so a writer belonging to the Ptolemaic realm, Menecles 
of Barca, asserted—a revival of learning. ‘This did not mean 
that Euergetes II. was hostile to Greek culture as such. He 
aspired himself to a place amongst Greek authors, and left 
behind a book of miscellaneous reminiscences, in which, 
amongst other things, he described the eccentricities of his 
uncle, Antiochus Epiphanes. 

It is not the behaviour of Euergetes which offers the gravest 
psychological difficulty in the story; it is the behaviour of 
Cleopatra. ‘That she can have consented to cohabit with her 
brother after the murder of her son is certainly hard to believe. 
Yet that Cleopatra bore Euergetes a son (in 144) is plainly 
stated by our ancient authorities (Diodorus, Livy, Justin). 
One may say, of course, that she was compelled by fear to 
live with Euergetes, as his wife, but when one thinks what 
these Macedonian princesses were, that seems hardly plausible. 
It is more likely to have been the desire to remain queen 
at all costs. In the case of Cleopatra’s daughter, the queen 
of Syria (Cleopatra Thea), the love of power seems to have 
overridden natural affection : she contrived the assassination 
of her husband, Demetrius II.; she murdered one of her 
sons, and tried to murder her other son, when they stood in 
the way of her ambition. In the case of the mother, Cleo- 
patra II. of Egypt, it may have been love of power which 
induced her—not indeed to murder her son—but to cohabit 
with her son’s murderer, 

Euergetes, having established himself in Alexandria, a 
year later had himself crowned as a Pharaoh, by Egyptian 

' Greek men did not wear transparent clothing, but the Pharaohs of 


the New Empire seem to have done so. May Euergetes possibly have 
liked to show himself sometimes in the garb of one of these Pharaohs ? 
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rites, at Memphis. It was during the festivities of the corona- 
tion that the son of Euergetes and Cleopatra II. was born, 
and called (or surnamed) Memphites in record of the coin- 
cidence. A papyrus mentions an Edict of Indulgences 
(pAdvOpwra) promulgated by the king about this time,! 
calculated to reassure the actual possessors of property, 
since the troubles of recent years had made titles questionable, 
and a measure was called for to allay unrest. The festivities 
at Alexandria in honour of the new little prince were marred 
by the killing of a number of Cyrenzans who had come with 
Euergetes to Alexandria in 145. The charge against them 
was that they had spoken disrespectfully of the king’s con- 
cubine Irene.? 

Within a year or two, relations within the royal house became 
strained. Cleopatra II. had, beside her murdered son, two 
daughters by Philometor, both called Cleopatra. One was 
the queen of Syria just spoken of, the other (Cleopatra III.) 
was still living in the palace, when her mother married 
Euergetes. Euergetes violated his niece, and some time 
afterwards took her publicly as his wife. The first papyrus 
we have, in which the young Cleopatra III. appears as queen, 
belongs to the year 141-140, but the marriage may have taken 

lace a year or two earlier. Whether Euergetes formally 
repudiated Cleopatra II. we do not know. She continued to 
be queen, but is henceforth described in our documents as 
** queen Cleopatra the Sister,” whilst Cleopatra ITT. is “‘ queen 
Cleopatra the Wife.” ? The trio were officially regarded as, 
all three together, the sovereigns of Egypt. Cleopatra the 
Sister had prestige and power in Egypt which made it unsafe 
for her younger brother, even as king, to degrade her openly ; 
but it is obvious that relations between Euergetes and his 
sister were now anything but easy. There was a rift running 
through the palace and the kingdom, since Cleopatra the 
Sister had her partisans as well as the king and Cleopatra the 


i Tor. 1. pp. 9, 21- 2 Diod. xxxili. 13. : 

3 She may even have borne Euergetes more children after his 
marriage with her daughter. That she did bear him another son 
beside Memphites seems to be proved by O.G.J., Nos. 130 and 144, 
though possibly the second son may have been born in 143, before 
the king’s marriage with Cleopatra III. The son of Euergetes, who 
dedicates at Delos a statue of Cleopatra III., ‘‘ the wife of his father 
and his own first cousin,” must have been a son of Cleopatra II. 
(O.G.I., No. 144), and is hardly likely to have been Memphites, 
who was killed when only fourteen, 
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Wife. In the years between 145 and 118 B.c. we find some- 
times both Cleopatras associated with the king in the pro- 
tocols of documents, sometimes “‘ Cleopatra the Sister ” only, 
sometimes “‘ Cleopatra the Wife” only.! . It is hardly probable 
that these changes of style accurately reflect changes from 
one moment to another in the relations of the three sovereigns 
to each other ; it is much more likely that they are due in part 
to the uncertainty of scribes in places far away from Alexandria 
during the present abnormal state of things. 

At some time during these years occurred the visit of 
Scipio /Emilianus to Alexandria with his friend Panztius of 
Rhodes—his “ Stoic chaplain”? (M.).2. Our account of it 
comes from the disciple of Panztius, Posidonius. The visit 
gave later writers the occasion for an effective contrast be- 
tween the great Roman noble in his republican simplicity 
and dignity and the king of Egypt, a bloated mountain of 
flesh in his indecent gauze, puffing and panting as he escorted 
his powerful visitor from the ship to the palace on foot. 
“The Alexandrines,” Scipio whispered to Panezetius, “‘ owe 
me one thing; they have seen their king walk!” Scipio 
had been charged by the Senate to “‘ inspect ” the kingdoms of 
the Eastern Mediterranean. The Romans, as practical hard 
people who cared for power, but despised Oriental display, 
wanted to ascertain precisely what the country of the Nile 
could furnish in the way of real strength and resources to its 
possessor. Scipio surveyed with the shrewd, devouring eye 
of a Roman farmer-statesman the lie of the great city, its 
harbours and giant lighthouse. He went up the Nile as far 
as Memphis and looked at the rich fields with the endless 
villages and country towns—a land which the first Ptolemy 
had chosen well as the basis of his power, a land which under 
efficient control might some day mean a solid accession of 
power—who knew ?—to another possessor. 

It is plain that revolt against Ptolemy Euergetes was always 
simmering at Alexandria. ‘Those who had been attached to 
Philometor, those who were eager to serve Cleopatra the 
Sister, their queen for more than twenty years past, were 
only held down with difficulty by the king’s mercenaries. 


* The list in Mahaffy, History, p. 189. 

> The date is uncertain ; see Bouché-Leclercq’s note, ii. p. 68. 

* Sir Flinders Petrie thinks it probable that Scipio had arranged 
intentionally that the king should come to meet him on foot at the 
harbour, so as to inflict upon him a public humiliation, 
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The Athamanian prince Galestes, Philometor’s general, 
who had fled to Greece, continued to foment trouble from 
overseas. Even the mercenaries in Alexandria became 
exacting, and we are told that on one occasion a mutiny was 
only staved off by a captain in the service of Euergetes, called 
Hierax, advancing the pay demanded out of his own pocket. 
““ Over and over again,” Polybius says, “‘ Euergetes let loose 
his troops on the people of Alexandria and massacred them.” 

In 131-130 the unrest at Alexandria, maintained by the 
division between the king and his sister, came to a head. 
There was an attempt by the excited populace to set fire to 
the king’s palace, and Euergetes fled to Cyprus, taking with 
him Cleopatra III., his children by her, and the boy of six 
or seven called Memphites, his son by Cleopatra II. Cleo- 
patra IT. was left in Egypt for the moment as sole sovereign, 
though papyri make it probable that Euergetes continued 
to be recognized as king in most of Egypt outside Alexandria. 
Possibly the quarrel between brother and sister had come to 
open war for some time before the king’s flight. Cleopatra 
II. seems to have got herself recognized in certain parts as 
sole sovereign, with the style Cleopatra Philometor Soteira, 
as early as the thirty-ninth year of Euergetes (132-131),! 
and to have started for herself a new series of regnal years. 
The Greeks of Ombi are found erasing from an inscription 
put up in 136-135 the names of Euergetes and Cleopatra III., 
making Cleopatra II. appear as sole queen. Of the events 
which followed the king’s flight we have Justin’s account, 
and while his careless and rhetorical habit diminishes his 
value as an authority, we have, in the absence of any more 
trustworthy account, to take Justin’s for what it is worth. 
This, then, is what Justin tells us. Euergetes in Cyprus got 
together a mercenary army in order to carry on the war 
against his sister in Egypt. A bastard son of the king’s was 
residing at this time in Cyrene. (He may have been viceroy 
there.) There was a movement at Alexandria to call him in 
and put him upon the throne (as the husband of Cleopatra 
II., Bouché-Leclercq supposes! Nothing indeed seems im- 
possible for that world in the way of dynastic marriages). 
Euergetes forestalled the plan by inducing the young man to 
join him in Cyprus, and then putting him to death. This 
enraged the Alexandrine populace, and they began pulling 

1 Bouché-Leclercq, iv. p. 323. 
2 Wilcken, Archiv, v. (1913), PP- 411, 4126 
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down the statues of Euergetes. (One would have thought 
this a mild act after their attempt to burn Euergetes alive 
in his palace, and after his expulsion it is less odd that the 
statues should have been pulled down now than that they 
should have been left standing till now.) Euergetes believed 
that the attack on his statues had been instigated by Cleopatra 
II., and in revenge he killed his own son by her, the boy 
Memphites, had his body cut limb from limb, and the pieces 
sent in a box to Alexandria as a birthday present to the boy’s 
mother. 

Some regions in Egypt held by the king, some by Cleopatra 
II. These years are termed in the papyri the time of amixia, 
“ cessation of general intercourse.’ A letter has been found 
of a Greek soldier, Esthladas, dated Choiach 23, year 40 
(January 15, 130 B.Cc.), and written in Upper Egypt, stating 
that he is about to go with a detachment of troops loyal to 
Euergetes against the town of Hermonthis which is being held 
for Cleopatra II.1_ He says that news has come that Pads is 
going to bring up next month “ sufficient troops to crush the 
folk of Hermonthis and treat them as rebels.” ‘The Pads 
in question was strategos of the Thebaid nome, and by his 
name an Egyptian—another instance of a native in high 
place. We have an inscription put up by a Cretan officer, 
Soterichus, whom Pads sent to take command of the quarries 
in the hills, and guard the caravan road between Coptos and 
the coast by which the cargoes of incense from South Arabia 
and India travelled to the Nile.? 

In 129 B.c.? Euergetes had succeeded in regaining Alex- 
andria by a military victory. We have an inscription put 
up by the Roman merchants resident in Alexandria recording 
their gratitude to Lochus, the son of Callimedes, who com- 
manded the army of Euergetes on this occasion. In 129-128 


' Documents are dated in Thebes by Euergetes up to the middle 
of September 130. About the beginning of October, Thebes seems 
to have been won by the party of Cleopatra II. (Strack, pp. 45, 46). 

* 0.G.I., No. 132 (in October 130). Conon (March 22) is making 
enrolments “‘ contrary to the orders of Pads the strategos’’ (Wilcken, 
Theb. Bank, No. 8; Abhandlungen d. Akad. zu Berlin, for 1886). 

® Because the reign of Alexander Zebina in Syria is shown by 
coins to have begun in 129-128 B.c. 

40.G.I., No. 135. Bouché-Leclercq thinks it probable that this 
Lochus is identical with the Hegelochus, who is said to have com- 
manded the army of “the elder Ptolemy ’’ and to have beaten an 
army of the Alexandrines commanded by Marzyas (Diod. xxxiy. 20). 
Lochus was Governor (strategos) of the Thebaid between 127 and 124, 
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Euergetes is proved to be in possession of the Fayiim, since 
he settles native kleruchs there Hostilities between the 
forces of Euergetes and those of his sister seem to have con- 
tinued in the Thebaid, since a papyrus dated January 9, 
127 B.C., speaks of the priests of the State-worship being at 
that moment “in the king’s camp.” 2 But probably before 
this date, Cleopatra II. had already left Egypt and sought 
shelter with her son-in-law, Demetrius II., at Antioch. 

A great deal had happened in Syria since Philometor had 
fallen there in 145. In 140-139 Demetrius had led an expedi- 
tion east in order to recover Iran from the Parthians, but had 
himself been captured and retained for ten years a prisoner 
of the Parthian king. During his captivity his much abler 
brother, Antiochus VII. (Sidetes), had established himself as 
king in Syria and taken over Cleopatra Thea (Ptolemy Philo- 
metor’s daughter) as his wife. In 130 Antiochus VII. in 
turn invaded Iran, and, though at first brilliantly successful, 
had fallen in 129 on the field of battle. Demetrius now 
escaped and once more took up his residence in Antioch as 
king. But Cleopatra Thea did not welcome back her former 
husband, who, whilst in captivity, had married the Parthian 
princess Rhodogune. When Cleopatra II. of Egypt arrived at 
the Seleucid court, her daughter Cleopatra Thea was perhaps 
already living in hostile separation from Demetrius, as she is 
found doing three years later at Ptolemais (Akko). Cleopatra 
II. induced Demetrius to attack Egypt. If he succeeded 
in driving out Euergetes, the spoil of Egypt might go far 
to restore his unstable fortunes. But Demetrius, semi- 
Orientalized by his ten years in Parthia, bearded like a 
barbarian, was very unpopular in Antioch, and by the time 
he reached the frontier of Egypt with his army, his own 
kingdom was in revolt behind him. The rebels entered 
into negotiations with Ptolemy Euergetes and begged him to 
use the power of Egypt to install some prince of the Seleucid 
blood as king in place of Demetrius. Euergetes cynically 
responded to the request by throwing into Syria, as the 
nominee of Egypt, a young man, the son of an Egyptian trades- 
man, possibly a native,? who pretended to be the son of the 
former pretender Alexander Balas, and who himself assumed, 
as king of Syria, the name of Alexander. ‘The Antiochenes 


1 Tebtunis, 1. pp. 553 ff. : B.GU., No. 993. 
8 Justin calls his father an “ Egyptian. _ This generally means a 
native Egyptian, but might mean an Egyptian Greek, 
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nicknamed him, in the speech of the native Syrians, Zebina, 
the “Bought One.” However, the Antiochenes preferred 
him as king to Demetrius, and Euergetes had effectively 
paralysed his Seleucid enemy. Demetrius continued to hold 
the country in the region of the Lebanon, till he was defeated 
by the forces of Alexander near Damascus. He tried to 
find shelter in Ptolemais, but Cleopatra Thea shut the doors 
in his face. He fled to Tyre and was there killed (126-125 
B.C.)—it was believed by his wife’s orders. 

The hopes which Cleopatra II. had built upon her son-in- 
law had proved vain. In 124 probably,! she agreed to a 
reconciliation with her brother, and returned to Alexandria, 
to resume her place as ‘‘ queen Cleopatra the Sister,” alongside 
of her daughter ‘“‘ queen Cleopatra the Wife.’ Her other 
daughter Cleopatra Thea remained in Syria to uphold the 
claims of the house of Seleucus against the pretender. It 
was obviously more natural for Euergetes, now that Demetrius 
was gone, to support his niece rather than Alexander Zebina. 

Cleopatra Thea, after killing one of her sons, Seleucus V., 
who did not prove docile enough, had associated another of 
her sons, Antiochus VIII., nicknamed Grypus the ‘‘ Hook- 
nosed,” with herself on the throne. Euergetes sent one of 
his daughters by Cleopatra III., Tryphzena, to Syria, to be 
the wife of the young Antiochus. Without the support of 
Egypt, the cause of Alexander Zebina rapidly sank. In 123 
he fell into the hands of Antiochus VIII. and was put to death. 
Two years later Cleopatra Thea was detected in an attempt 
to poison the king her son, and was compelled by Antiochus 
to drink the mortal cup herself. It was twenty-nine years 
since the daughter of Ptolemy Philometor had been brought 
as a girl to Syria to be the bride of Alexander Balas. That 
was her end. We hear of no further action in Syria on the 
part of Euergetes after the overthrow of Alexander Zebina. 
He was probably satisfied with having his daughter Tryphena 
installed there as queen. 

The official reconciliation between Cleopatra II. and 
Euergetes did not mean that the country immediately returned 
to peace and orderly bureaucratic government. The fights 
which had been going on in many places between the two 
factions had brought about a state of violence and confusion 


* The date is not quite certain, but it was at any rate before the 
edict issued by all the three sovereigns together in 118 Bc, (Tebtunis, 
i. 5). See Preisigke, Archiv, v, pp. 302, 303, 
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(the amixia) which could not be brought to an end all at once. 
A papyrus reveals to us a petty war between the towns of 
Crocodilopolis (near Gebelén) and Hermonthis in the Thebaid 
in 123 B.c.1. A papyrus? from the neighbourhood of 
Ptolemais tells us that a state of amixia existed there in 
122-121 B.c. In 118 at last a decree to regulate conditions 
throughout the kingdom was issued in the name of all three 
sovereigns. This is given us in the long papyrus from 
Tebtunis, edited by Grenfell and Hunt in 1902—one of the 
chief documents for the working of the Ptolemaic bureau- 
cracy. Preisigke believed*® that it represented a kind of 
compromise between the king and Cleopatra II., in which 
considerable concessions were made by Euergetes. The 
existing confusion was largely due to grants having been made 
in the amixia by each of the rival governments to its own 
partisans, which were naturally not recognized by the other. 
Many people therefore in actual possession of land had 
uncertain tenure, including Egyptian temples which had 
taken one side or the other and received grants of land or 
privileges from Euergetes or Cleopatra. The object of the 
decree was to draw a sponge over the past and recognize 
actual possession as legally valid. If Cleopatra had thus to 
accept grants made by Euergetes to her enemies, Euergetes 
had no less to accept grants made by Cleopatra to his enemies, 
and (Preisigke held) bind himself not to interfere with them. 
The document is so important that a short survey of its 
several sections may be in place. 

1. An amnesty for all offences committed in the kingdom 
before Pharmuthi 9 of the fifty-second year (=March 28, 
118 B.c.), murderers and robbers of temples being excepted. 

2. Persons who had taken part in pillaging and fled in 
consequence will be allowed, if they return home, to resume 
their former life, and what remains of their property will not 
be confiscated. 

3. Arrears of taxes remitted, except in the case of those 
Royal Cultivators who cultivate their lot by an hereditary 
lease. 

4. Remission of debts to the State incurred by strategot 
in connexion with their taking office.* 


1 Chrest., No. 11. ae Peel entity INO c 7.0 - 

8 Archiv, v. (1913), pp. 301 ff. ‘ 

4“< Probably all the more important officials had to pay heavily 
for their posts’ (Grenfell and Hunt, Tebtunis, i. p. 33): 
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5. In Alexandria (a) collectors of customs are not to seize 
as contraband goods which have once been carried from the 
exhairesis into the city;! any contraband seized in the 
exhairests is to be delivered to the office of the diotketes. 

(b) ‘Travellers on foot from Alexandria into the interior are 
not to be subject to any requisitions from the customs- 
collectors, except the legal duties. (This probably means 
that goods carried on ass or camel would be examined by the 
customs-collectors, but goods carried on the head or back, 
or in their hand by the poor, who went on foot, allowed to 
pass free. Pedestrians would, however, have to pay dues 
for such things as transport by ferries.) 

(c) Goods imported through the xenikon emporion are not 
to be seized as contraband, except at the gate (leading from 
the harbour to the city). 

6. (a) All who are actual holders of land by an irregular 
act during the time of confusion may regularize their tenure 
by first retroceding the land to the sovereigns, paying a year’s 
rent in produce, and receiving the land back from the sove- 
reigns by a regular grant. No charges will be made against 
them in respect of years before the current year 52. 

(6) Native Egyptians who have come irregularly into 
occupation of kleroi are confirmed in their possession. 

7. Certain services (leitourgiai) due from the kleruchs 
mentioned in the previous section are remitted. 

8. The temples have their actual revenues confirmed to 
them; the land which the temples administer themselves 
(z.e. the gé anhierdmené) they are to continue to administer 
without interference from anybody. (In effect this is an 
undertaking by the king that his agents shall not interfere 
with them.) 

g. Arrears of taxes due from the temples remitted. 

10. The expenses of the burial of the sacred bulls are to 
be paid by the royal treasury. 

11. Priesthoods which have been bought from the State 
are confirmed to the temples. 

12. The privilege of asylia confirmed to those temples 
which possess it. 

13. Irregularities in respect of the different measures used 
by collectors of government revenues in kind are to be checked. 

14. Those who replant vine-land or orchard-land, which 
has been allowed to go waste, shall hold the land free of tax 
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for five years and with specially light taxes for the following 
three years. In the country-territory attached to Alexandria 
an extra three years’ grace will be allowed. 

15. Houses or lands bought from the Crown (é rod 
BaoiXxot) are to remain in legal possession to the pur- 
chasers. (Preisigke supposes that the point of this section 
is that Euergetes and Cleopatra mutually agree to recognize 
transactions with the other’s treasury.) 

The lines following (102-133) are too fragmentary to yield 
any certain sense. ‘Then comes: 

16. Owners of houses which had been burnt down or 
otherwise destroyed may rebuild them as before [i.e. without 
the special permission which had to be got from the State in 
the case of any new building]. ‘Temples also may be rebuilt. 
[The smaller temples, no doubt, put up by individuals or 
villages. ‘The factions had apparently not spared each other’s 
sacred buildings.] But the height is limited to 10 cubits 
(about 15 feet). Panopolis is excluded from this concession. 
[Panopolis must have been a special centre of trouble. Gren- 
fell and Hunt suggest that the fragment of Diodorus which 
speaks of Panopolis as a nationalist stronghold under Philo- 
metor has been misplaced and that the siege had really taken 
place only shortly before 118. V. Martin (Les Epistratéges, 
p- 49) puts it in 130. But it seems likely that a place which 
had once been a centre of nationalist revolt (under Philometor) 
continued to be a convenient stronghold for rebels. ‘The pro- 
vision which forbade Panopolis to build temples above 15 feet 
high was probably a measure of security rather than of punish- 
ment. Stone buildings of that height might be used for 
street-fighting. | ; 

17. Those engaged, as cultivators or industrial workers, 
in the king’s service are protected against exactions on the 
part of officials (strategot, ovkonomot, police officers, etc.). 

18. Strategoi and other high officials are not to take and 
cultivate themselves good land already being cultivated, as 
part of the gé basiliké, by Royal Cultivators. 

19. Certain classes of people are not to have kleruchs 
quartered upon them. ‘The classes include: (1) Greeks 
serving in the army; (2) priests; (3) Royal Cultivators ; 
(4) those who carry on certain industries by licences bought 
from the Crown—wool-weavers, cloth-workers, swineherds, 

ooseherds, manufacturers of oil and beer, honey-producers. 
Where any member of the classes specified owns other houses, 
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beside the one in which he lives, kleruchs may be given 
quarters in them, but not more than half the house in question 
is to be taken. 

20. Strategoi and other high officials are not to compel any 
of the people to work for them without proper remuneration. 

21. This clause frees policemen, or guardians of crops, 
throughout the country from certain charges which might 
be made against them for irregularities in the past, but its 
meaning is obscure. 

22. Penalties incurred by those who have failed to comply 
with the law in respect of the oil monopoly remitted. 

23. Penalties incurred for failure to provide brushwood and 
reeds for mending embankments remitted. 

24. Penalties incurred by those who have failed to cultivate 
their plots according to the law up to the year 51 remitted. 
For the year 52 and onwards the law is to be enforced. 

25. Penalties incurred by those who have cut down trees 
in their holdings without the government licence remitted. 

26. This is the clause determining the respective juris- 
dictions of Greek and native judges, referred to on p. 161. 

27. Royal cultivators and workers in the industries in 
which the Crown is interested are not to be personally re- 
strained for debt. Their goods may be distrained, but not 
the tools necessary for their work. 

28. ‘Textile workers are not to be compelled to work for 
officials without adequate remuneration. 

29. No official may seize boats for his own use. 

30. No official may imprison any one for a private quarrel 
with himself or a debt owed to him; if he has any charge 
to make against any one, he must sue in proper form in the 
appointed court.! 

Such was the decree issued by the three sovereigns in 
118 B.c. One of the documents in the Hermias case men- 
tions a decree of amnesty (philanthropa) which remitted 
liabilities incurred before Thoth 19 of the fifty-third year,? 
that is, five months later than the date specified in this decree. 
It is probable that the decree mentioned in the Hermias case 
was a supplementary decree which extended the period of 
grace. 

This decree is the main argument for those who desire 
to prove that the picture drawn of Euergetes II. by the 
historians is untrue. Instead of the monster given us in the 


1 Tebtunis,i. No.5. * Tor.i.col.7, ll. 13 ff.; cf. Tebtunis, No. 124. 
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literary tradition, what wise solicitude we find here for the 
people’s welfare, what excellent reforms, what concern to do 
justice as between Greeks and Egyptians! I cannot but 
think that the argument suffers from a certain naiveté. Con- 
sider the moment—everything in the kingdom out of gear 
from years of civil war, fields gone to waste, house property 
in many places destroyed, dangerous unrest rampant, the 
natives ready to rise against the Greeks. And all this would 
bear directly upon the king’s revenues. Egypt was his personal 
estate, and Egypt in disorder meant restriction and discom- 
fort for the king. ‘The most narrowly self-regarding landlord 
would see that something must be done to pull things straight, 
that concessions must be made to people driven to the verge 
of madness by official exactions, to Egyptians exasperated 
at their political subjection. It may be noticed that the 
peasants and manual workers which the decree is especially 
concerned to protect are those working for the king. But, 
supposing the measures taken by Euergetes II. at this crisis 
showed unusual administrative sagacity, that would not in 
the least prove that he was incapable of the crimes recorded 
by historians. It is surely a naiveté to suppose that a bad 
man must necessarily be a stupid man. Whatever of sagacity 
there is in the decree of 118 B.c. may perhaps be put down to 
the credit of Ptolemy VII.’s intelligence. But even this is 
uncertain. If the decree represents a compromise between 
Euergetes and Cleopatra, we do not know how much of the 
credit belongs to the Sister. Or it may belong to none of the 
sovereigns. It may belong to some diotketes or other high- 
placed adviser of the king. Royal rescripts were not com- 
posed by the sovereign himself, and when things were as 
desperate as they were at this moment, the king may have 
gone almost entirely by the judgment of the chiefs of the 
bureaucracy, ready to put his hand to any document they 
submitted to him, provided that his personal safety and his 
revenues were secured to him. 

Nor does it seem to me that there is anything in the docu- 
ments really to support the fancy of Mahaffy, and some other 
recent scholars, that the policy of Euergetes II. had a markedly 
pro-native bent. Euergetes built, indeed, and adorned 
Egyptian temples, as his predecessors had done, and amongst 
those of which the remains are still to be seen, the work 
attributed to Euergetes is perhaps rather conspicuous. 
Amongst other things, the inscription on the great temple at 
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Edfu, which went on growing, one reign after another, 
describes notable additions made by the seventh Ptolemy. 
In his twenty-eighth year (142 A.D.) the formal dedication 
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Fic. 52.—Colonnade at Phile erected by order of Euergetes II. 


‘of the temple took place, ninety-five years after the founda- 
tion stone had been laid by the first Euergetes. But Mahaffy 
himself admitted that this did not “‘ prove anything very 
distinctive.” It is also true that the inscriptions on some 
other Egyptian temples speak of benefits conferred or wrongs 


‘ 
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redressed by this king. The Aswan stele mentions philan- 
thropa conferred by Euergetes II. and Cleopatra IIT. (‘‘ the 
wife ’’) upon the temple of Chnubo Nebieb in Elephantine2 
A small temple has been found at Phila, dedicated by him to 


Fic. 53.—Conventional Egyptian Figures at Kom-Ombo, 
representing Euergetes I]. between two goddesses 


Hathor.2 At Kom-Ombo,? at Medinet-Habu, at Dér-el- 
Medineh, at El-Kab, the existing remains bear witness to 
Euergetes II. as a builder or restorer of temples in honour of 
Egyptian gods. But the fact that the remains of his work 
in this line are (perhaps accidentally) somewhat more ex- 
. For Chnubo we find Chnomo in O.G.J. 111. 
: eee ohn, Tyee p. 27. 3 See Fig. 61, History. 
a 2 
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tensive than those of his predecessors, is hardly evidence that 
his policy was more distinctly pro-native than theirs, We 
have a petition of the priests of Isis at Philz addressed to 


Oe Me 


Fic. 54.—Kom-Ombo. Horus bestowing gifts on Euergetes II. and the two Cleopatras 


Euergetes II. and the two queens in the last ten years of his 
reign, complaining that the royal officials and military com- 
manders visiting Philz, or passing through on their way south 
have laid a heavy burden upon them in the matter of cere- 
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monial receptions; and we have the sovereigns’ rescript, 
dated 118-117 B.c., commanding the strategos of the nome 
to dispense these priests in future from such obligations! 
But this only shows that the Alexandrine court was ready 
on occasion to. check abuses by which influential bodies of 
Egyptian priests might be exasperated. Petitions must have 
been continually coming in to Alexandria from individuals 
and corporations throughout the kingdom, and it was natur- 
ally the successful petitions which were preserved, with the 
royal answers. All the kings of the dynasty realized that the 
conciliation of their native subjects was good policy, so far 
as it did not clash with other objects they might have in view. 

The decree of 118 B.c. contains provisions which would 
protect the natives, or certain classes of the natives, against 
oppression by royal officials, and would secure the Egyptian 
priesthood in the possession of privileges they had won. But 
such clauses may well be due to the necessity of doing some- 
thing at the moment to reconcile the natives to the re-estab- 
lished order, not to any systematic policy of favouring the 
Egyptians. It is true that from the days of Philopator the 
native element in Egypt goes on regaining strength and 
gradually pushes its way into the higher grades of the bureau- 
cracy. But this rise of the natives was, so far as one can see, 
due to a natural process, not to a deliberate policy on the part 
of the kings. Of course, as the natives grew stronger, the 
necessity of conciliating them, removing the abuses which 
caused the worst bitterness, extending the privileges of 
temples, etc., became more urgent. But I can see no evidence 
for Mahaffy’s statement in regard to Euergetes II. that “ this 
policy of fusing Greeks with natives was a reasonable and 
gracious one” ;? or for the notion that he had such a policy 
t all. 
: No doubt Justin’s rhetorical sensationalism provokes 
modern readers to take the contrary view. Yet is there any 
reason to disbelieve that Alexandria, after the accession of 
Euergetes in 145, lived through a period of terror? One of 
the nicknames which Euergetes got—Kakergates—will not 
have been given without cause. Mahaffy thought the crimes 
attributed to him too outrageous to be credible. But perhaps 
a modern writer is apt to judge what human nature is capable 
of by the men he sees round him in Western society to-day. 


1 0.G.J. 137-139 ; see il. pp. 547, 548. 
2 History, p. 205. 
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Human nature, under other conditions, may take on develop- 
ments in which moral inhibitions which seem to us an essential 
part of it cease to exist. I question whether any one who had 
a close acquaintance with what has gone on in the courts of 
Indian rajahs—even to quite recent times—would find any- 
thing out of the way in the story of Ptolemy VII. Or perhaps 
a closer parallel would be found in the princely Italian courts 
of the 15th and 16th centuries. We see there a high level 
of literary and artistic culture, keen intellectual vigour and 
practical ability, go with moral monstrosities quite equal to 
those narrated of the house of Ptolemy. If Euergetes [1.. 
was an able administrator—as he may have been for all we 
know—we ought to think of him as a specimen of a type 
analogous to that of an Italian despot of the Renaissance. 
The horrors of lust and bloodshed which Elizabethan 
dramatists, like Webster and 'Tourneur, pile up, in depicting 
the life of those circles in contemporary Italy, should be in 
our mind when we study the later Ptolemies and Cleopatras. 
The story of Euergetes cutting his son piecemeal and sending 
his limbs in a box to his mother as a birthday present is 
exceedingly like the plot of an Elizabethan play. Indeed, one 
Italian playwright of the Renaissance, Spinello, did find it a 
subject made to his hand and embodied it in a play called 
Cleopatra, brought out and dedicated to a bishop in the year 
1540. ‘lo judge what is possible or not in the Alexandria 
of the 2nd and the last century B.c. we must free our minds 
from the environment of 2oth-century London or Oxford, or 
Dublin.t 

In regard to Lower Nubia, Euergetes evidently continued 
the policy of his brother in treating it as part of his kingdom. 
At Debéd there was a aos of red granite, placed in the temple 
in the name of Euergetes and one of the Cleopatras.2 In the 
temple at Pselchis (Dakkeh) Euergetes added a pronaos, on 
which is an inscription, in Greek: “On behalf of king 
Ptolemy and queen Cleopatra the Sister, Beneficent Gods, 
and of their children, to the greatest god Hermes, who is also 
Paotpnuphis and the gods associatedin the temple. Year 35.’’3 
We have an inscription of Herodes of Pergamon, from the 
‘Twelve-schoinos-reach, still in command there in the earlier 


*T am confirmed in my doubt regarding the modern attempt to 
rehabilitate Euergetes II. by the sensible observations of Jouget, 
Revue Belge for 1923, pp. 419 ff. 


2 Roeder, Les Temples Immergés, i. p. 118. TOG I. iNOmaisis 
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years of Euergetes : “ On behalf of king Ptolemy and queen 
Cleopatra the Sister, Beneficent Gods, and their children.” 1 
But Herodes has now risen from the order of diadochoi to 
that of the archisomatophylakes, and he calls himself now, 
not “ Pergamenos”’ but “ Berenikeus,” that is, probably a 
member of the deme in Ptolemais called after Berenice. The 
synodos with which Herodes is connected is now given the 
name of Basilistat. In the list given of its members most of 
the names are Greek, some are Egyptian. 

After the return of Cleopatra II. eight years elapsed till the 
death of Euergetes on Payni 11 of the fifty-fourth year ? 
(June 28, 116 B.c.), at the age of about sixty-five. Whether 
Cleopatra IT. survived her brother or not is uncertain ; a demotic 
document of October 116 gives the name “‘ queen Cleopatra ” 
twice over, but that may be due merely to an inadvertent 
repetition on the part of the scribe. The wickedest of all the 
Ptolemies, Euergetes had a longer life than any of his pre- 
decessors since Ptolemy II., and died in peace after thirteen 
years’ unbroken possession of the desirable things for which 
he had intrigued and murdered. 


2 OrG2I., Nos 130. ; 
2 'The date is given by the inscription on the temple of Edfu. 
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PTOLEMY VIII. SOTER I]. AND PTOLEMY IX. 
ALEXANDER I. (116-80 B.c.) 


Protemy VII. Euergetes II. left behind him the niece whom 
he had married, Cleopatra III., two sons, Ptolemy and 
Ptolemy Alexander, and three daughters, Cleopatra Tryphzna, 
the queen of Syria, a second Cleopatra, who was married to 
her brother the elder Ptolemy (Cleopatra IV.) and Cleopatra 
Selene. He also left a natural son, probably by his concubine 
Irene, Ptolemy Apion. On the death of Euergetes a strange 
will was produced which showed that the old king had cared 
more to gratify the individuals made dear to him by his lusts 
than to safeguard the integrity of the great estate of the house 
of Ptolemy. He broke up again the unity of the realm by 
bequeathing the Cyrenaica to Ptolemy Apion, who was 
probably already installed there as viceroy, and he bequeathed 
the throne of Egypt to Cleopatra III., giving her the power to 
associate with herself as joint-sovereign whichever of her 
sons she preferred. Cleopatra III., officially styled Thea 
Euergetis so long as she was her uncle’s queen,! and now 
styled, as her mother had been, Thea Philometor Soteira— 
perhaps nicknamed by the Alexandrines Kokké ?—now comes 
into the foreground. Whilst her mother lived, all that we 
can say of her is that she held her own, as her mother’s rival, 
in the affections of her horrible uncle ; now the third of the 
Cleopatras was to play a part in her turn as principal. 


1 She was sometimes Thea Euergetis even later, e.g. in an inscription 
whose date corresponds to August 7, 104 B.c. (O.G.I., No. 175). 

2“ Perhaps,’ because in the passage of Strabo which calls Ptolemy 
Alexander 6 Kéxkns cal Hapetoaxros éruxdndels Irodeuatos, Kéxxns may be 
a masculine nominative, not a feminine genitive. The Chronicon 
Paschale (p. 347, Bonn) says definitely that Ptolemy Alexander was 
a son “ of Kokke,” but it may be drawing an inference simply from 
this passage of Strabo. What ‘‘ Kokke ” or “‘ Kokkes ”’ meant in the 
Alexandrine slang of the day it is idle to conjecture. 
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The elder son of Euergetes and Cleopatra III.,a young man 
of twenty-five or so, was probably residing in Cyprus when 
his father died It was the younger, Alexander, whom 
Cleopatra wished to make king, either because she cared for 
him more, or because she thought he would not, as king, be 
able to assert his will so effectively against hers. But in 
questions of succession to the throne in old Macedonia the 
national army seems to have had the determining power, and 
the people of Alexandria, who called themselves Macedonians, 
claimed a similar right in Egypt. Cleopatra found that her 
purpose to make Alexander king encountered vehement 
popular opposition, and she had to give way. The elder 
Ptolemy became king, as Ptolemy Philometor Soter, in con- 
junction with his mother, whose name was mentioned before 
his in official acts.2 From the time when Euergetes II. 
assumed the same epithet as his ancestor Ptolemy III., the 
imagination of the Ptolemaic court in coining epithets seems 
to have run dry. Henceforward Ptolemaic kings and queens 
use only, in various combinations, the epithets already con- 
secrated by previous use. When once the practice of using 
again the old epithets had been introduced by Euergetes II., 
the epithet of the great Founder of the dynasty could not 
fail soon to be reappropriated. The eighth Ptolemy is 
Soter II. His popular nickname was Lathyrus, “ Chick- 
Pea”’; what the point of the Alexandrine joke was we are 
never likely to know. 

The young man was not at first in a position to withstand 
his mother. He could not resist even when she took away 
from him his sister-wife, Cleopatra IV., to whom, Justin 
says, he was very much attached, and compelled him to 
marry instead his younger sister Cleopatra Selene. ‘The 
Aswan stele informs us that in the second year of his reign 
(September 20, 116 to September 19, 115 B.C.) Ptolemy 
visited Upper Egypt with his mother ; in August they were 
at Elephantine and on the Ethiopian frontier. There is no 
mention of any queen-consort ;? if Cleopatra IV. or Selene 
came with Ptolemy, she is, so far as we can tell by what remains 


1 Pausanias, i. g. I. 

2 Bacthicoa KNeordrpa kal Baordeds Irodemaios, Geol meyddAor Pidounrdpes 
kal Swrhpes (O.G.I., No. 167). 

3 0.G.I. 168 ; Bouché-Leclercq, by an evident oversight, supposes 
that Kneordrpa 7 addedp of 1. 23 is Selene. The line really refers 
to Cleopatra II. in the previous reign. 
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of the inscription, ignored. The epistrategos of the Thebaid 
at this moment is again a native Egyptian, Phommis, who is 
mentioned in papyri of 111 B.c. as still holding this position.t 

The queen-mother thought it prudent to get her younger 
son, Alexander, away from Egypt. He was installed as 
viceroy in Cyprus, and though he had officially the title of 
strategos of the island only, he seems to have regarded himself 
as, in effect, king: he reckoned later on as the first of his 
own regnal years the fourth year of his brother Soter II. 
(114-113)—the date presumably when his rule in Cyprus 
began. The ex-queen-consort, Cleopatra IV., showed that 
she well deserved a place in the series of queens bearing that 
famous name. She was as ready to take a line against her 
mother as Cleopatra III. had been to supplant Cleopatra 
II. She went off to Cyprus, to raise an army of her own 
there amongst the troops quartered in the island. What part 
Alexander took in the matter, whether Cleopatra intended 
(as Bouché-Leclercq supposes) to marry him and remain in 
Cyprus as an antagonist of her mother, whether Alexander 
encouraged her for a time and was then brought to heel once 
more by his mother, our sources do not allow us to say. 
In any case, Cleopatra IV. did not stay in Cyprus. She 
departed with her army to Syria, to offer her hand and her 
troops to Antiochus IX., nicknamed Cyzicenus, who had 
driven out of Syria his cousin Antiochus VIII. (“ Grypus ”’), 
the husband of Cleopatra’s elder sister Tryphena. The 
war between the two Seleucid cousins now became a war 
also between the two Ptolemaic sisters. Cleopatra was in 
Antioch when the city was taken by Grypus, and she fled 
to the temple of Apollo at Daphne. Grypus, we are told, 
would have spared his sister-in-law, but Tryphzna was 
implacable. As Cleopatra clung to the altar, her hands were 
hacked off, and she died calling curses on her sister’s head 
(112 B.c.). A year later Tryphzena was captured by Cyzicenus 
and killed as a sacrifice to his wife’s ghost (111 B.c.)? 

An inscription from Paphos gives the copy of a letter, dated 
in the month Gorpizaum, year 203 of the Seleucid era 
(August 109 B.c.), addressed by “king Antiochus” to “ king 


1 Tor, 5, 6, 7; London, ii. p. 13. Phommis has the rank of 
“ Kinsman.” 

* Eusebius gives 112-111 as the date of Grypus’ victory over 
Cyzicenus, and the capture of Tryphena by Cyzicenus followed, 
according to Justin, xxxix. 3, 12, “‘ not long after ” (mec multo post). 
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Ptolemy Alexander,” informing him that he has made Seleucia- 
in-Pieria a free city. At that date Ptolemy Alexander seems, 
according to our other data, to have been still reigning in 
Cyprus. Which “king Antiochus” is the author of the 
letter is doubtful. Most modern authorities (including 
Dittenberger) take it to be Grypus ; Bouché-Leclercq prefers 
Cyzicenus. Both at this time were fighting for the inheritance 
in Syria, and it is not known which was master of Seleucia 

A papyrus of 112 B.c. shows us a Roman senator, Lucius 

emmius, visiting Egypt, apparently for pleasure, to see the 
sights of the country.3 The papyrus consists of instructions 
issued by somebody—perhaps, as Wilcken thinks, the di- 
otketes—to a local official in the Faytim, regarding the reception 
to be given to Memmius—a reception similar to that which 
would be given to a great dignitary of the kingdom—when he 
comes to see the Labyrinth, and the Lake, and the sacred 
crocodiles. Everything is to be got ready for his enter- 
tainment, including the food for the crocodiles. It is an 
incidental light upon the subservience to members of the 
Roman nobility which it was now thought politic to show in 
the kingdom of Ptolemy. 

There are indications that, as time went on, Soter II. 
managed to assert himself more against his mother. A papyrus 
of the year 6 (112-111 B.c.)* gives the queen-consort (Selene) 
in place of the queen-mother. 

After 110 the head-dress of Isis disappears from the coinage 
of Cyrene, and the double cornucopie from that of Egypt. 
In Soter’s tenth year (autumn 108 to autumn 107 B.C.), 
Cleopatra tried to regain her power by a coup d'état. She 
accused Soter of trying to murder her, and so worked on the 
feelings of the Alexandrine mob that Soter fled overseas. 
Cleopatra summoned Ptolemy Alexander from Cyprus to 
take his place in Egypt. Soter’s wife Selene and his two sons 
remained in Egypt in Cleopatra’s hands. Cleopatra, with 
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2 Bouché-Leclercq points out that when Soter II. came to Syria in 
106, as an ally of Cyzicenus, he took refuge in Seleucia (Histoire des 
Séleucides, p. 603). 

2 Tebtunis, No. 33=Chrest., No. 3. ey ee 

4 Letronne, Recueil, i. p. 60. ‘The papyrus in question 1s given as 
Louvre liii., but the papyrus numbered 53 in Brunet de Presle’s 
collection of Louvre papyri, published in Notices et Extraits, xviii. 
(1865), is plainly quite a different one. The papyrus referred to by 
Letronne does not seem to appear anywhere in that collection. 
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her second son, continued the official style of her joint-reign 
with her elder son: the couple were now ‘“‘ Queen Cleopatra 
and Ptolemy the son, called Alexander, Mother-loving Gods, 
Saviours ” (theoi Philometores Sotéres). 

Cleopatra had not intended “‘ Chick-Pea” to escape. She 
sent forces to Cyprus to capture him, but Soter found refuge in 
Seleucia-in-Pieria. Thence he returned and established him- 
self securely in Cyprus. It appeared that the forces sent from 
Egypt would not fight against the elder Ptolemy, and Cleopatra 
had to reconcile herself to seeing the son she hated king, beyond 
her power to dislodge, in a Ptolemaic dependency. 

But the war between mother and son found a field of 
contact in Syria. Conditions in that distracted country 
were more confused than ever—Antiochus Grypus king in 
Damascus; Antiochus Cyzicenus king in Northern Syria ; 
Palestine, for which the houses of Ptolemy and Seleucus had 
fought so long, now fallen almost entirely to the Jewish king, 
Alexander Jannzus; the Greek and Philistine cities on the 
coast maintaining what independence they could by attaching 
themselves to one or other of the contending princes. ‘To 
make a further complication, Soter plunged into Palestine 
from Cyprus, and Cleopatra III. from Egypt—Soter as the 
ally of Cyzicenus, and Cleopatra as the ally of Grypus and of 
the Jewish king. Cleopatra, like her uncle Philometor and like 
her mother Cleopatra II., leant much upon the Jewish element 
in Egypt, and the army with which she entered Palestine was 
commanded by two Jewish generals, Chelkias and Ananias, 
sons of the high priest Onias, who had built the temple at 
Leontopolis. Cleopatra Selene, the ex-wife of Soter, went, 
by her mother’s orders, to take the place of her dead sister 
Tryphzna, as the wife of Antiochus Grypus. In view of 
contingencies Cleopatra deposited a quantity of treasure and 
“her grandchildren” in the sanctuary of Asklepios at Cos. 
One of these grandchildren was apparently the young Ptolemy 
Alexander, a son of Alexander I.; who the others were we 
do not know (Bouché-Leclercq conjectures children of 
Soter and Selene). Of the vicissitudes of the war in Palestine 
we need not here speak; it all ended in nothing, so far as 
the house of Ptolemy was concerned ; Soter went back about 
102 B.C. to Cyprus, and Cleopatra to Egypt. For a moment 
it appears that Cleopatra thought of overthrowing Alexander 
Jannzeus, and recovering Ceele-Syria once more after all these 
years for the house of Ptolemy ; but Ananias warned her that 
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to attempt to do so would make all the Jews everywhere her 
enemies, and she did not dare to risk that. 

Cleopatra did not live long after her futile operations in 
Palestine. She died some time between September 16 and 
October 31, tor B.c.,! not far short of sixty. 

The Greek historical tradition (Justin, Pausanias, Athenzus) 
alleged that Alexander had his mother killed, and Justin has.a 
story how the Alexandrine populace rose forthwith in indig- 
nation, drove out Alexander, and called back Soter. But as the 
expulsion of Alexander did not take place till twelve years later, 
Justin (or Trogus, whom he abbreviates) 
is once again aiming at dramatic effect 
in disregard of the facts. Whether 
Cleopatra III. really died by the order 
of her son must remain doubtful. 

The name of the queen-mother dis- 
appears from the dating of documents, 
and Ptolemy Alexander’s name is now 
coupled with that of his queen-consort, 
Berenice III., the daughter of his 
brother, Ptolemy Soter. She has the 
style ““ Queen Berenice, Brother-loving 
Goddess” (Thea Philadelphus), though 
Alexander and Berenice, when coupled 
together, are “ Mother-loving Gods.” 
The first document, amongst those so 
far discovered, to give Berenice’s MODI ie ee Cartouche: 
is a papyrus of date, October 31, 101 B.C.” oF “Ptolemy Alex- 
If Berenice’s mother was CleopatraIV., ander I. 
she may have been as old as nineteen 
or twenty in 101; if, on the other hand, her mother was 
Selene, she cannot have been more than thirteen. At some 
later date, when Berenice had borne Ptolemy Alexander 
children, the royal family visited Upper Egypt and left a 
record of their homage to Isis in the great temple at Phila.* 


1 Grenfell, ii. No. 32 ; Tebtunis, i. No. 106. 

2 Tebtunis, i. No. 106. 

20.G.I., No. 180. Bouché-Leclereq supposes that this was a 
“voyage de noces,” and that the mention of the royal children is 
consequently an empty formula. But I know no instance of fictitious 
children being referred to in such a record ; to refer to them in the 
case of a newly married king and queen would be, even as a fiction, 
un peu fort (unless they are Alexander’s children by his former wife, 


officially adopted by Berenice). 
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The reign of Ptolemy Alexander in Egypt after the death 
of his mother (101-89 B.c.) is a blank for us. We have four 
Greek inscriptions from the Faydim,. belonging to these 
years! Two of them record the endowment of the temple 
of the Egyptian crocodile god Sebek (Sebek-en-pai, ‘‘ Sebek- 
of-the-Island,” transcribed by the Greeks as Sochnopaios) 
with an annual offering of corn by officials (with Greek names) 
connected with the collection of the taxes in corn in one of the 
divisions (the ‘‘ Meris of Heraclides ””)in the nome. ‘They are 
dated 97-96 and November 95 B.c. respectively. ‘The other 
two record the dedication to Sebek, by Greeks who had been 
connected with some local gymnasium, of the meeting-place 
or practising-ground (topos) belonging to their band (hazresis). 
The students (ephéboi) of the same year at a gymnasium 
were organized in these bands, called after their leaders, 
which remained a bond of fellowship in after-life. Here men 
who had been epheboi of the same year together in 113-112 B.C. 
dedicate their topos on March 27, 98 B.c. ‘The other dedica- 
tion is of April 3, 95 A.D. 

In 96 an event occurred which marked a stage in the dis- 
integration of the Ptolemaic realm. Ptolemy Apion, king of 
Cyrene, died and bequeathed his kingdom to the Roman 
People. It was the first bit of the inheritance of the house 
of Ptolemy to be swallowed up by Rome. Rome did not 
immediately assume the government of this region. The 
five Greek cities of the Cyrenaica were allowed to mismanage 
their affairs as they pleased, for a season. Only Rome 
claimed for herself the royal domains and the yield of a tax 
on the medicinal plant silphium—a chief product of the 
country. ‘Then in 74 B.c. the Cyrenaica was definitely made 
a Roman province. A questor pro pretore took the place 
in Cyrene of a prince of the great Macedonian family which 
had ruled here for two hundred and twenty-six years. The 
Ptolemies who still reigned in Egypt had Rome for an incon- 
venient neighbour, 500 miles west of Alexandria. 

By 89 B.c. Ptolemy Alexander had become exceedingly 
unpopular in Alexandria. We are told that, like his father, 
he was monstrously fat—unable to walk, when sober, except 
with an attendant on each side to support him, though when 
drunk, he could display extraordinary agility in indecent 
dances. The army turned against him. He fled to Syria 

10.G.I., Nos. 176-179: 
* Posidonius, in Athen. xii. 550b. 
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and, in that still distracted country, raised a new force of 
mercenaries with which he re-entered Alexandria. In order 
to pay these new troops he took from the Sema the golden 
sarcophagus of the great Alexander, whose name he bore 1— 


Fic. 56.—Stele dedicating topos to Sebek 
(Now in Trinity College, Dublin; O.G.J., No. 176) 


an outrage calculated to exasperate the fury of the Alex- 
andrines. Alexander was driven out again almost immedi- 
ately, and fled this time to Lycia with queen Berenice and his 


1In Strabo’s day the golden sarcophagus had been replaced by 
one of glass or crystal (xvil. p. 794). 


334 PTOLEMAIC EGYPT 


daughter. In attempting to cross from there to Cyprus he 
was caught at sea by the Alexandrine admiral Chereas, and 
was killed or perished in the encounter (88 B.c.).1 

For the second time ‘ Chick-Pea”’ came back from 
Cyprus to be king in Egypt, and Egypt and Cyprus were once 
more united under a single hand. Ptolemy Soter II. was 
now about fifty-four, and had no legitimate issue living, 
except queen Berenice Philadelphus,? who was brought back 
from Lycia to be associated with her father on the throne. 
Her style was communicated to him in this new period of his 
reign. Before, his mother and he had been together Theor 
Philometores Sotéres; now he and his daughter were Theor 
Philadelphoi Philometores Sotéres.? ‘‘ Chick-Pea”’ by himself 
was ‘“‘ the Great God, Mother-loving, Brother-loving Saviour.” 
There was apparently no princess of the house of Ptolemy 
in existence whom he could have taken as his consort, had 
he wished to marry again. The daughter of his brother 
Alexander, besides being quite a child, was Soter’s grand- 
daughter, and although the marriage of father and daughter 
was quite regular in Persia (and presumably therefore also of 
grandfather and granddaughter), this form of incest had never 
been adopted by the Hellenistic dynasties, as brother-and- 
sister marriage had been. Soter’s sister and ex-wife, Selene, 
was still alive in Syria. In 96, her second husband, Antiochus 
Grypus, had been assassinated, and Selene became the wife of 
his rival, Antiochus Cyzicenus. A year tater Cyzicenus had 
been killed, and Selene passed to her fourth husband (if it is 
still the same Selene as our authorities allege), Antiochus 
Eusebes, the son of Cyzicenus by a former wife, and conse- 
quently Selene’s stepson. By him, we are told, she had two 
sons somewhere about go B.C., one of whom became known 
as Antiochus Asiaticus.4 We never hear of her wanting to 


‘The inscription of Edfu says he fled to “ the land of Punt,” but 
this ancient name of a foreign country might probably be used in 
hieroglyphics at this time of any country overseas. 

* }ausanias, 1. 9. 3. According to Justin he had had two sons 
by Selene (xxxix. 4. 1) ; but, if so, they must have died early. 

3 Cf. inscription published, Annales (1908), p.240. ‘Yrép SJacitews 
IIro[\euJation [rob Geot]ueyddov gdudo[urjro.Ji[s Kai gi]\adedpod [Kat 
wT pos | 

*In my House of Seleucus (ii. p. 304) I expressed a doubt whether 
the Selene who married Antiochus Eusebes was not a younger princess 
of the same name. Bouché-Leclercq points out (ii. p. 106, note 3) 
that our sources definitely state that it was the same Selene. That | 
myself had made clear, but when our sources are so fragmentary and 
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Gane to her brother in Egypt, or of Soter wanting to have her 
ack. 

The eight years during which Soter ruled Egypt after his 
return were years of agitation at home and abroad. Egyptian 
nationalism had flamed up once more. Before his return, 
while Alexander still ruled in Alexandria, new native leaders 
had arisen, who hoped to drive out the Greek and begin 
a new line of Pharaohs. The ancient town of Thebes, the 
centre of the national movement which had put an end to 
Hyksos’ rule many centuries before, was again the centre of 
revolt. 

Several letters have been found which throw a momentary 
light on the situation. The writer is Plato, presumably the 
epistrategos of the Thebaid. ‘The Thebaid as a whole is in 
a state of rebellion, but the town of Pathyris is holding out 
for Ptolemy. The commandant in the town is a native 
Egyptian, Nechthyris, like Pads in 130, serving under 
Ptolemy against his countrymen. The first letter is written 
on March 28, 88 B.c., when the return of Soter was not 
yet known in the Thebaid; Plato dates by the years of 
Alexander. 

‘‘ Plato to the inhabitants of Pathyris, greeting and health. 
Having marched out from Latopolis in order to grapple with 
the situation, as may be of advantage to the realm, I thought 


so questionable, it did not seem to me that we could trust them in 
the face of strong physical improbabilities. Bouché-Leclercq says 
that Selene might d la rigueur have been not more than thirty-five 
in 95 B.c. But that is to miss my puint, that her children by Antiochus 
are called ‘‘ pueros ” in 75 B.c. (Cicero, in Verr. iv. 26), and cannot, 
therefore, have been born much before 90, when Selene might 
a la rigueur have been forty. One must remember that women age 
more quickly in the south. It is not zmpossible that Selene might 
have borne children, when over forty, but highly zmprobable. Appar- 
ently Bouché-Leclercq feels now some doubt himself as to the state- 
ments of our authorities, since he appends a query to his footnote 
(Séleucides, p. 419)._The difficulty, to my mind, in supposing that the 
wife of Antiochus Eusebes was another Selene, is not so much our 
wretched authorit’es, but the difficulty of seeing how another Selene 
can be got in. She would have to have been a daughter of either 
Ptolemy Soter or Ptolemy Alexander (unless the mysterious Philo- 
pator Neos lived long enough to leave a daughter). Pausanias says 
that Berenice was Soter’s “ only legitimate child.” One cannot 
rely absolutely upon such a statement in Pausanias ; Soter is said 
to have had two sons by Selene, and he may have had another 
daughter beside Berenice. Alexander had a son (Alexander II.) by 
an earlier wife, and might conceivably have had a daughter as 


well. 
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well to let you know, and exhort you to keep up a good 
courage yourselves, and rally to Nechthyris who has com- 
mand over you, until I myself arrive, as I shall with all speed. 
Farewell. Year 26, Phamenoth 16.” 1 

On the same day Plato writes to Nechthyris : ? 

“Plato to Nechthyris, greeting. I have marched out from 
Latopolis in order to grapple with the situation, as may be 
of advantage to the realm, and I have written to the inhabitants, 
bidding them rally to you. You will do well to hold the 
place and exercise your command. Those who show a 
tendency to disobey you . . . until I come to join you, as 
I shall do with all speed.” 

The next letter is written two days later ; only a fragment 
of it remains, but it seems to be instructions to Nechthyris 
regarding the rations with which the defenders of Pathyris 
are to provide themselves. 

The fourth letters addressed “To the priests and the 
others in Pathyris,” is also fragmentary and undated, but, 
according to Wilcken’s conjectural emendation in the Archiv, 
it closely corresponds with the first one. 

“You will do well to rally [to Nechthyris] in order that the 
place may be kept safe for our lord the king. For if you do 
so, and maintain your loyalty to the realm .'. . from those 
above us you will meet with the fitting gratitude . . .” 

Finally the fifth letter,® written seven months later than the 
first (November 1, 88 B.c.), shows the town still holding out. 
The return of Soter, by whose years Plato now dates, has 
made some difference to the situation. 

“Plato, to the priests and others in Pathyris, greeting. 
Philoxenus my brother has informed me in a letter which 
Orses has brought me that the Greatest God King Soter 
has come to Memphis and that Hierax has been appointed 
to subjugate the Thebaid with very large forces. In order 
that this news may keep up your courage, I have decided to 
communicate it to you. Year 30, Phaophi 19.” 

Wilcken tells us that the Russian scholar Kriiger has 


* London, 465. ‘The text, with further emendations, is published 
by Collart in the Recueil d’Etudes Egyptologiques dedicated to Cham- 
pollion (Paris, 1922), p. 276. 

* Bouriant Papyrus, 40, published by Collart in the collection 
referred to in the last note. 

* Bouriant Pap. 51 ; cf. Wilcken, Archiv, vii. 298 ff. 

* Bilabel, Griech. Pap. (Heidelberg, 1923), pp. 22, 23 ff. 

® Bouriant Pap. 55=Chrest., No. 12. 
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promised further interesting information about Plato from 
papyri at Petrograd still unpublished. 

Pausanias says that it took three years to get the rebellion 
under, and that Thebes was frightfully punished, remained a 
mere shadow of its former self, a place of ruins! An inscrip- 
tion” put up by the priests and people of Thebes some forty 
odd years later in honour of a certain Callimachus mentions 
that the festivals of the Theban gods had been celebrated 
worthily “from the time when the grandfather of Calli- 
machus ”—Did what? The rest of the clause is broken 
away. Franz conjectured that the missing verb meant 
“died.”” Mahaffy thought there was some allusion to 
services which the grandfather had rendered to Thebes at 
the time of its punishment at the hands of Soter in 85, and 
that consequently “ the privileges of the city had been spared 
more than our other sources admit ” 3—a theory built on a 
fragile basis. 

The traces which Soter has left of himself in Egyptian 
buildings seem to belong to his earlier reign (116-107). 
‘Perhaps the most interesting of all the remains he has left 
us is the underground work (foundations and crypt) of the 
great temple of Denderah (Tentyra), which was indeed built 
upon an ancient site and according to an old plan, but which 
is, as we see it, wholly due to late Ptolemaic and Roman 
munificence. . . . To build afresh this great temple from 
the ground was not a moderate undertaking, like the adding 
of a pylon or a gateway, but points both to wealth and 
leisure on the part of the government. At the same time 
Soter added (like his father) to the Pharaonic temple of 
Medamit, some miles north of Karnak, and rebuilt the pylon 
of Taharka at the small temple of Medinet Habu on the 
opposite bank. . . . At El-Kab the rock temple commenced 
by Physkon [ Pot-belly,’ z.e. Euergetes II.] was completed 
by this king; and like all his predecessors, as far back as 
Ptolemy III., he worked at Edfu. But it was now only the 
surroundings which remained to be completed. Of these 
Soter II. is specially credited with the great forecourt, with 
its surrounding thirty-two pillars and the high outer wall 
(which was completed by Ptolemy Alexander). ‘This court 
is minutely described in the inscription. Its bicasuretmients 
are 155 feet by 138 feet, the surrounding wall is 343 feet high 
by 84 feet thick—truly a splendid piece of work for one of the 

1 Pausanias, i. 9. 3- 2 O.G.L., No. 194. 3 History, p. 246. 
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degenerate and degraded Ptolemies!! He added inscrip- 
tions and decorations to the great temple of Philz and even 
in far Talmis (Kalabsheh in Nubia),? and in the great oasis 
of Khargeh we find traces of his activity ” (M.).3 
It is to be noted that about 100 B.c. Ethiopia, united since 
Ergaments under one government, seems again to have fallen 
apart into two kingdoms, with their two capitals at Napata 
and at Meroe—not be reunited till about 22 B.c., at which time 
Ptolemaic rule in Egypt would have given place to Rome.* 

Abroad the time was one of collisions between great Powers, 
and the line of the king of Egypt was simply to play for safety— 
to avoid committing himself to any side till the issue of the 
giant struggle was decided. At the beginning of Soter’s 
second reign, a new and alarming Power had arisen in 
_Mithridates Eupator of Pontus (Soter’s second cousin, the 
mother of Mithridates having been a daughter of Antiochus 
Epiphanes). At the moment Alexandrine statesmen might 
well wonder whether it was Rome or the house of Mithridates 
which was the coming Power in the Nearer East. In 88 B.c.— 
the very year of Soter’s return—Mithridates beat a Roman 
general in Asia Minor, overran the Roman province of Asia, 
and threw a force into Greece, where Athens declared against 
Rome. In the course of his operations Mithridates occupied 
Cos, and there seized the Egyptian treasure deposited some 
fourteen years before by Cleopatra III., and, together with 
the treasure, the person of the young Ptolemy Alexander, the 
son of Ptolemy Alexander I. by his earlier wife.» This boy 


1 Tt was no doubt simply a question of the court giving an order. 
The work would have been designed by Egyptian priests and carried 
out by native workmen. ‘To put his sign-manual to such an order 
drawn up for him by his ministers, does not go beyond the powers 
of even a very degenerate and degraded king. [See also p. 186, note 1.] 

? This is doubtful. Gauthier attributes the building in question 
to Epiphanes, not to Soter II. 

*'T hat exploration of the African interior was carried on under Ptolemy 
Soter II. may be indicated by Pliny’s statement that certain Ethiopian 
tribes did not know the usage of fire before his reign (vi. § 188). 

* Reisner, “ The Meroitic Kingdom of Ethiopia,” Journ. of Egypt. 
Arch. ix. (1923). a 

°> Who this earlier wife can have been is a mystery. She must have 
been of legitimate royal blood, since the legitimacy of Alexander II. 
was never contested, and one would suppose that she was a princess of 
the house of Ptolemy. But where is there room for such a princess ? 
Bouché-Leclercq conjectures that Cleopatra IV. may have married her 
younger brother, Alexander I., for a moment, in the interval between 
her leaving Soter and her marrying Antiochus Cyzicenus. 
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was the only legitimate male of the house of Ptolemy now 
left besides old Soter I]—unless the children of Tryphena 
and of Selene in Syria could claim to represent the house of 


4 


J 


Fic. s7.—Gateway erected under Soter II. at Medinet Habu 


Ptolemy through their mothers as they represented the house 
of Seleucus through their fathers. It could not but cause 
concern at Alexandria to know that the sole heir of the Egyptian 
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throne was in the hands of the Pontic king. Even when 
Roman armies capable of throwing back Mithridates appeared 
in the Eastern Mediterranean, it was still dangerous for 
Egypt to take sides, since Rome at this moment was divided 


Fic. 58.—Ptolemaic Colonnade at Kalabsheh 


against itself, and the Roman nobles who commanded these 
armies were at enmity with the popular party, which in 87 
re-established itself under Marius in Rome. In the winter 
87-86, whilst Sulla was besieging Athens, his representative, 
Lucius Lucullus, appeared in Alexandria. Soter gave the 
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great Roman aristocrat a royal reception, but evaded giving 
him any substantial help except a few vessels to escort him, 
when he left, as far as Cyprus. Lucullus, on his side, de- 
clined the king’s presents, all except one magnificent emerald. 
This had engraved upon it the king’s effigy, and Lucullus, 
when this was pointed out to him by the king, thought it 
prudent not to refuse it, lest Soter, mortified by the slight, 
should have him assassinated at sea—an indication of the esti- 
mate which Lucullus had formed of ‘‘ Chick-Pea’s ”’ character. 
But at Athens this Ptolemy was always well spoken of, for he 
gave liberal help towards the restoration of the city after 
the fearful punishment inflicted upon it by Sulla. The 
statues of Ptolemy Soter II. and of Berenice were seen by 
Pausanias, two hundred years later, at the entrance of the 
Odeum.! 

Ptolemy Soter II. died in 80 B.c., about sixty-two years 
old—apparently a somewhat weak man, capable of sanctioning 
cruelties,? but without violent ambitions. 

1 Pausanias, i. 9. 3. 
2 Joseph. Arch. xiii. § 345; F.H.G. iii. p. 721. 
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BERENICE III., PTOLEMY X. ALEXANDER 'IL., 
PTOLEMY XI. (AULETES) (80-51 B.c.) 


QUEEN BERENICE was left by her father’s death sole sovereign 
in Egypt, a woman now well on in life. Cicero, a contem- 
porary, says that she was much beloved by the Alexandrines. 
So far as the Alexandrines and Egyptians were concerned, 
there would probably have been no objection to her con- 
tinuing to rule as queen, without any associated king, though 
even Cleopatra III. had been compelled to associate one or 
other of her sons with herself on the throne. The only 
legitimate male representative of the royal house was, as we 
have seen, the young Ptolemy Alexander. He was now no 
longer in the hands of Mithridates. After a residence at the 
Pontic court, where the king, his cousin, had given him an 
education fitting a Hellenistic prince, he had escaped to the 
camp of Sulla, and gone with Sulla to Rome. When Soter 
II. died (80) Sulla was Dictator and master of the Roman 
world. Sulla, thinking it no doubt good policy to establish 
a protégé of his own upon the Egyptian throne, dispatched 
Ptolemy Alexander, with the authority of Rome to back him, 
to Alexandria. It was arranged that Ptolemy X. (Alexander 
II.) should marry his elderly widowed cousin, queen Berenice. 
She was not likely, as the wife of a boy, to give up the power to 
which she had become accustomed after twenty years. Within 
three weeks the young man found his situation intolerable 
and took the course, obvious to any young king who understood 
his business, of having Berenice assassinated. But he had 
miscalculated. The Alexandrines were exceedingly angry at 
having their queen taken in this way from them. So angry 
were they that they dragged the young Ptolemy then and 
there to the great Gymnasium and killed him. But then 
they were faced by an awkward situation. There were no 
more legitimate descendants of Ptolemy, son of Lagus, except 


Selene and the Seleucid princes who had Ptolemaic blood. 
342 


Fic. 59 —PHARAONIC FIGURE REPRESENTING 
ONE OF THE LATER PTOLEMIES 


From the bronze figure in the Gorringe collection 


344 PTOLEMAIC EGYPT 


In this emergency the Alexandrines bethought them of two 
young men, the sons of their late king, Soter II., by a concubine. 
It was important to fill the throne before Rome intervened. 
One of them they made king of Egypt, and the other, king of 
Cyprus. Thus it came to pass that a Ptolemy ruled in the 
palace of Alexandria, who was known as “the Bastard” 
(Nothos), although the official style of Ptolemy XI. was “ the 
Father-loving Brother-(or Sister)-loving God” (Theos Philo- 
pator Philadelphus). Later on there was added to his official 
style the surname, ‘“‘the young Dionysos.” The earliest 
instance of this surname is in 64-63 a.D.!_ His most common 
popular nickname came to be “ the Flute-player ” (Auletes). 
Who his mother was we do not know. As the mistress of a 
king, she was in all probability an accomplished and beautiful 
woman from some city of the Greek world. It is unlikely 
that she had any native Egyptian blood. Mahaffy con- 
jectured (though without any evidence) that ‘‘ the Cyrenzan 
Eirene,” * the mistress of Euergetes II., was “‘a grandee of 
the old Greek aristocracy in that most aristocratic of Hellenic 
colonies.” We do not know anything about the mistress of 
Soter II. She may quite well have been a dancing girl of 
plebeian origin, though the fact that the Alexandrines chose 
her son to fill the vacant throne would be more explicable if, 
although not legally married to the king, she was a woman of 
good Greek family. 

Cicero says that Ptolemy XI. was “a boy in Syria” 3 when 
he was suddenly summoned to mount the Egyptian throne. 
What could have brought the son, or sons, of Soter II. to 
Syria, now mostly occupied by Tigranes, king of Armenia ? 
Tigranes was an ally of Mithridates, and it may be that not 
only had Ptolemy Alexander been sent in his boyhood for 
safety to Cos, but the illegitimate children of Soter II. also, 
and that they too were captured there by Mithridates in 884 


* Oxyrhynchus, ii. No. 2360. In his note on Prinz Foachim Ostraka, 
No. 1, Preisigke says—apparently by a curious inadvertence—that 
this document has proved the surname Neos Dionysos to go back to 
the very beginning of the reign. There is no trace of the surname in 
this document. 

* None of our authorities say that she was a Cyrenzan. 

* Fragment: De Rege Alexandrino. It is odd that he should have 
been living in Syria. One would have expected Cyprus rather, but there 
is no MS. authority for altering ‘‘ Syria” in Cicero’s text into “ Cypro.” 

4 Tf the illegitimate children of Soter were amongst the ‘ grand- 
children” whom Cleopatra III. sent to Cos in 102 B.C., Ptolemy 
Auletes must have been more than a puer in 80 B.c. Supposing, 
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Supposing the two sons of Soter were brought up, like 
Alexander, between 88 and 80 B.c. at the Pontic court, that 
might explain the difficult statement of Appian,! that the two 
daughters of Mithridates—Mithridatis and Nyssa—had been 
betrothed to the kings of Egypt and Cyprus. It is notoriously 
hard to find any moment at which this could have happened. 
Bouché-Leclercq supposed that it took place between the 
time when Ptolemy the Bastard was put upon the Egyptian 
throne in 80, and his marriage with Cleopatra Tryphena. 
When Bouché-Leclercq wrote his history of the Ptolemies, the 
first mention known of Cleopatra Tryphzna was in a demotic 
papyrus of May 78,? and it was therefore then possible to 
suppose an interval of about two years, during which 
Mithridates might have made to the Alexandrine court his 
overtures for a dynastic alliance. Now, however, Ptolemy XI. 
is shown to have been already married to Cleopatra Tryphena 
in January 79, and it seems probable that his marriage took 
place immediately after he was put upon the throne. No 
room is left for the discussion of a Pontic marriage. But if 
Ptolemy XI. and his brother had been brought up at the 
Pontic court with the royal children, it would be intelligible 
that Mithridates, when Soter II. died, rather than see Alex- 
ander II., Rome’s nominee, installed as king, should have 
seized the opportunity to dispatch the young men to Egypt 
to become kings in opposition to Rome. And he might very 
well have sought to bind them to his interests, before he let 
them go, by arranging a marriage between the two young 
Ptolemies and two of his daughters. If the young men 
proceeded from Pontus to Egypt by way of Syria, that would 
account for Cicero’s statement, that Ptolemy XI. was in 
Syria at the moment when Alexander IT. was assassinated. 


therefore, Mithridates did: capture Auletes and his brother at Cos, 
either (1) they must have been sent there to join Ptolemy Alexander 
at a later date, or (2) Cicero must have used the word “ puer ” 
rhetorically of a young man of over twenty-two. 

1 Mithr. 111. - 

2 Pap. dem. Leid. 374, 3746 ; Revue Egypt. ii. 90. 

’'The passage in Appian, or in his source, perhaps meant “ two 
daughters who had been betrothed to the kings of Egypt and Cyprus 
when they were still being brought up together as boys and girls.” 
The word ouvvtpeddmevor, although grammatically in our present text 
it goes with air (i.e. Mithridates himself), is rather an odd one to 
use of father and children. It is ordinarily, as we have seen, used 
of the noble children brought up at the Hellenistic courts with the 
children of the king. 
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A demotic papyrus of January 79 shows the king of Egypt 
in his second regnal year already provided with a wife. She 
is called “‘ queen Cleopatra, surnamed Tryphzna,” and the 
royal pair are together Theoi Philopatores Philadelphoi.' 
Who this Cleopatra Tryphena (Cleopatra V.) was, we are 
not told. The likeliest hypothesis is that she was Ptolemy’s 
sister 2—the new illegitimate branch of the house of Ptolemy 
leading off with a brother-and-sister marriage, according to 
the practice of the extinct legitimate branch. Or she might 
have been a daughter of Soter II. by another concubine, or 
a daughter of Ptolemy Alexander I. If illegitimate, like 
Ptolemy X., she would in any case be 
presumably the daughter of a Greek 
mother. 

The Egyptian coronation of Ptolemy 
X. did not take place, for some reason, 
till March 76, and then, strangely 
enough, not at Memphis, but in 
Alexandria. But the Egyptian priest 
Pshereni-ptah, who crowned him, was 
High Priest of the great temple at 
Memphis, the chief dignitary of the 
Egyptian priesthood, representative of 
that family of princes of the church, 
whose history, as we have seen,? can 
be traced right through the Ptolemaic 

period. The dignity being hereditary, 
Fic. 60.—Cartouches' Pshereni-ptah had succeeded to the 

of Ptolemy “ Auletes”’ great office, although in 76 only a boy of 
fourteen. When he died, in the eleventh 

year of Cleopatra (42-41 B.c.), the sepulchral stele, by which he 
still speaks to the world from the British Museum, recorded 
the great moment of his boyhood. Owing to anomalies, such 
as in the Ptolemaic period are apt to mark attempts of Egyptian 
priests to write the old sacred tongue in the hieroglyphic 
script, the interpretation of the stele is in some points doubtful. 
Brugsch published two translations of it—one in French in 
the Dictionnaire de Géographie Egyptienne (1879), and one 
in German in the Thesaurus Inscriptionum Agyptiacarum 


1 Preisigke-Spiegelberg, Prinz Foachim Ostraka, No. 1. 

* She is called “sister” in the demotic papyrus just alluded to, 
but that proves little. 

3 See pp. 183, 188, 
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(1883-1891). The two translations in many significant 
points disagree. Mr. S. R. K. Glanville, of the Egyptian 
Department in the British Museum, has been good enough 
to re-examine the original Egyptian for me, and the transla- 
tion which follows (based on Brugsch) is given according to 
what, in Mr. Glanville’s judgment, the hieroglyphics require. 

“Tn the year 25, on the 21st of Phaophi, in the reign of the 
king, the lord of the land, Ptolemy, the Saviour God, the 
Conqueror, was the day whereon I was born. I lived thirteen 
years in the presence of my father. There went forth a 
command from the king, the lord of the land, the Father- 
loving Sister-loving God, the New Osiris, son of the Sun, 
Lord of Diadems, Ptolemy, that the high office of High Priest 
of Memphis should be conferred upon me, I being then 
fourteen years old. I set the adornment of the serpent-crown 
upon the head of the king 1 on the day that he took possession 
of Upper Egypt and Lower Egypt, and performed all the 
customary rites in the chambers which are appointed for the 
Thirty Years’ Festivals. I was leader in all the secret offices. 
I gave instruction for the consecration of the Horus [the 
king as divine] at the time of the birth of the [Sun-] god [z.e. 
the spring equinox] in the Golden House. I betook me to 
the residence of the kings of the Ionians [the Greek kings] 
which is on the shore of the Great Sea to the west of Rakot. 
The king of Upper and Lower Egypt, the Master of two 
worlds, the Father-loving Sister-loving God, the New Osiris, 
was crowned in his royal palace. He proceeded to the temple 
of Isis, the Lady of Yat-udjat. He offered unto her sacrifices 
many and costly. Riding in his chariot forth from the temple 
of Isis, the king himself caused his chariot to stand still. He 
wreathed my head with a beautiful wreath of gold and all 
manner of gems, except only the royal pectoral which was on 
his own breast. I was nominated Prophet, and he sent out 
a royal rescript to the capitals of all the nomes, saying : 


1In both the translations by Brugsch the Egyptian is here taken 
to mean “ the future king,” and Otto (ii. p. 302, note) builds voen 
this a theory that it was the son of Ptolemy Auletes who ee Gores : 
by Pshereni-ptah, not Auletes himself. But there seems to be no pe 
about “ future ” at all. The sign which Brugsch took to mean i at, 
means by itself ‘to bring,’ and has the phonetic re wu. . Ce 
it is simply the phonetic complement to_ the ha on De 
which follows—wszw—the first syllable being metat Si fae 
solution, Mr. Glanville tells me, was pointed out to him by ; 


Alan Gardiner, 
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‘I have appointed the High Priest of Memphis, Pshereni- 
ptah, to be my Prophet.’ And there was delivered to me 
from the temples of Upper Egypt and Lower Egypt a yearly 
revenue for my maintenance. 

“The king came to Memphis on a feast-day. He passed 
up and down in his ship that he might behold both sides of the 
place. So soon as he landed at the quarter of the city called 
Onkhtawy, he went into the temple escorted by his magnates 
and his wives and his royal children, with all the things pre- 
pared for the feast ; sitting in the ship, he sailed up, in order 
to celebrate the feast in honour of all the gods who dwell in 
Memphis, according to the greatness of the goodwill in the 
heart of the lord of the land, and the white crown was upon 
his brow. 

“‘T was a great man, rich in all riches, whereby I possessed 
a goodly harem. I lived forty-three years without any 
man-child being born to me. In which matter the majesty of 
this glorious god, Imhotep, the son of Ptah, was gracious 
unto me. A man-child was bestowed upon me, who was 
called Imhotep, and was surnamed Petubast. ‘Ta-imhotepe, 
the daughter of the father of the god, the Prophet of Horus, 
the lord of Letopolis, Kha-hapi, was his mother. 

““ Under the majesty of the princess, the lady of the land, 
Cleopatra and of her son Ceesar, in the year 11, the 15th of 
Phamenoth was the day on which I was carried into the haven. 
I was brought to the necropolis, and there was performed upon 
me every rite customary for a well-prepared mummy. ‘The 
laying in the grave took place in the year 12 on the 30th of 
Thoth. ‘The years of my life in all were forty and nine.” 

Various points in this inscription are curious, besides the 
performance of the Egyptian ceremony of crowning in the 
palace at Alexandria. It has been noted elsewhere that the 
assigning of revenues to the high priest of Memphis from 
the temples of Upper, as well as of Lower Egypt, seems to 
imply that at this time, at any rate, the high priest of Memphis 
had a primacy over the whole Egyptian priesthood, of which, 
as far as I know, there is no other evidence. Auletes is said 
to have entered the temple at Memphis “‘ with his wives.” 
A Ptolemy had only one legal wife at a time, and Mahaffy 
argued from the plural that concubines only were meant, and 
that Auletes had therefore probably still no legal wife in 
76 B.c. We know now that Auletes married Cleopatra 
Tryphena immediately after he ascended the throne. The 
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plural must, therefore, be merely a conforming to the tradi- 
tional Pharaonic phraseology, which might seem all the more 
appropriate in that Auletes would very probably be accom- 
panied by ladies of the court, whom an Egyptian would not 
easily distinguish from the official ‘ wife.” It is odd that 
Auletes is described as wearing the white crown at Memphis. 
The white crown was the crown of Upper Egypt; at the 
capital of Lower Egypt one would have expected him to wear 
the red crown, if he wished to habit himself as a Pharaoh. 
But the tall white crown is unmistakably depicted in the 
hieroglyphic ideogram. 

In Pshereni-ptah the worldliness which had marked this 
great family of pontiffs seems to have reached its culmina- 
tion. Although, according to the law of the Egyptian priest- 
hood, priests should be strictly monogamous, Pshereni-ptah 
boasts of his “‘ goodly harem.” No parallel to this has been 
found among the records of the Egyptian priesthood, and it 
throws light upon what the primate of the Egyptian Church 
had become in the days of Ptolemy Auletes. The young 
man must have been a worthy boon-companion to his sove- 
reign. In the sepulchral inscription put up over his wife, 
composed, it seems likely, by Pshereni-ptah himself, the dead 
woman speaks from the tomb to bid him follow pleasure still, 
before there is an end of it all in the dusty darkness. 

““O brother, husband, uncle, priest of Ptah, cease not to 
drink, to eat, to be drunken, to take carnal pleasure, to make 
the day joyful, to follow thy heart day and night; suffer 
not grief to enter thy heart. What are the years, how many 
soever they be, which a man liveth upon the earth? The 
West Land is a land of sleep and of deep darkness, a place 
whose inhabitants lie still. Sleeping in their form of mummies, 
they awake not up to see their brothers ; they perceive not their 
father nor their mother; their heart forgetteth their wives 
and their little ones. The earth giveth fresh water to them 
that are upon it, but for me the water is foul. The water 
runneth to every man who is upon the earth, and to me it is 
foul, even the water close at hand. I know not any more where 
I am, since I came into this great darkness. Give me running 
water to drink, saying unto me, * Take not thy libation vessel 
away from the water.’. Set me with my face to the north 
wind by the side of the water, and let the coolness therefore 

ease my heart of its pain.” 
1 Maspéro, Journal Asiatique, vii." sér. tom. xv. (1880) p. 413. 
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The accession of Ptolemy the Bastard meant a delicate 
situation between Alexandria and Rome. Rome refused to 
recognize the new king. A document was produced in Rome 
purporting to be the last will and testament of the murdered 
Alexander, in which, like Attalus III. of Pergamon and 
Ptolemy Apion of Cyrene, he bequeathed his kingdom to the 
Roman People. In 75 other claimants to the Egyptian 
throne appeared in Rome. ‘These were the two young sons 
of Cleopatra Selene, Antiochus XIII. (Asiaticus) and his 
brother, who had taken refuge from 'Tigranes in Cilicia. 
Old queen Selene was indeed the only legitimate member of 
the house of Ptolemy left alive, and her sons might hope 
that Rome would enforce their claim. That, however, Rome 
would not do. It was better to have at Alexandria a dis- 
creditable king whom Rome did not recognize, and whom 
Rome had always a good pretext for replacing, whenever it 
might bé convenient to do so, than a king who might claim 
to unite the Seleucid and Ptolemaic realms under one sceptre. 
The boys effected nothing in Rome, in spite of the magnificent 
candelabrum they presented to Jupiter of the Capitol, and 
they were robbed by Verres in Sicily on their way home. ‘The 
situation was nevertheless a very uneasy one for the Flute- 
player. 

In the present phase of things at Rome, almost anything 
might be effected by bribery. It meant that if Ptolemy 
Auletes was to be left in possession, a considerable proportion 
of the revenues of Egypt must find their way into the pockets 
of this and the other Roman noble and politician. Rome, 
even if its pressure did not issue in Egypt becoming definitely 
a province of the Republic, prevented any recovery of the 
kingdom, sucked its blood, kept it in a state of dishonour 
and weakness. And Ptolemy Auletes had none of the personal 
qualities which might have enabled some one, even in such a 
precarious position, to maintain a moral dignity. His sur- 
name of Neos Dionysos indicates that like his contemptible 
ancestor Ptolemy IV., whose surname of Philopator he bore, 
Ptolemy XI. was devoted to sensuality under the forms of 


' As Bouché-Leclercq remarks, it seems improbable that the boy 
in his agitated nineteen days’ reign should have set about making 
a will. Bouché-Leclercq suggests that if the will was genuine 
(which was questioned even at the time) it must have been extorted 
from Alexander by Sulla in Rome, before the young Ptolemy was 
sent to Egypt. 
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religion. Proficiency in flute-playing may go with serious 
interests, as it did in the case of Frederick the Great, but in 
Ptolemy XI. the serious interests seem to have been lacking, 
and the regular accompaniments of flute-playing in ancient 
days were justly held discreditable in a king. The great 
Romans, who took this creature’s bribes, despised him, as 
Europeans to-day despise a dissolute and spendthrift Oriental 
potentate, whose money they may be glad enough to enjoy. 

At Rome the annexation of Egypt was an idea which hovered 
before the mind of the democratic party—the proposal of 
Crassus as Censor in 65 B.C., the agrarian law brought in by 
the tribune Rullus in December 64, against which Cicero as 
Consul in 63 made the speech which we still have. The 
party of the nobles resisted any measure which would make 
the riches of Egypt a prize of the opposite faction—not from 
any tenderness to the freedom of Egypt. It was in these 
years that Pompey was finally crushing Mithridates and 
Tigranes—conquering for Rome the Pontic dominions in 
Asia Minor and the former dominions of the house of Seleucus 
in Syria, which for a few years Tigranes had made, in large 
part, a province of Armenia. In 64 B.c., Pompey made 
Syria a province of Rome. Queen Selene was then no longer 
alive. In 69 Tigranes, into whose hands she had fallen, 
had put her to death at Seleucia on the Euphrates—the end 
of the house of Ptolemy in the legitimate line, unless one 
counts it continued in the Seleucid princes, sons and grand- 
sons of Selene and Tryphzna. 

Ptolemy Auletes sent a corps of eight thousand cavalry to 
help Pompey to subjugate Palestine for Rome. The Alex- 
andrines, who remembered the time when Palestine had been 
a possession of the house of Ptolemy, showed signs of dis- 
pleasure dangerous to their unworthy king. It was probably 
only the fear of provoking annexation by Rome which pre- 
vented revolt breaking out, there and then. Diodorus 
Siculus, who visited Egypt about 60 B.c., observes that persons 
coming from Italy were received with effusive attentions 
because of the abiding fear that any “ incident ”’ (in our modern 
phrase) might bring on a war with Rome.! Yet, in spite of 
that fear, Diodorus witnessed an incident. He saw a Roman 
who had killed a cat lynched by the crowd—the religious 

assion of the native Egyptians overbearing every other 
consideration. 
Disiogs 
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Diodorus tells us that at the time of his visit the population 
of Alexandria, according to the official census, included more 
than 300,000 free citizens and that the king’s annual revenue 
from Egypt was more than 6000 talents." 

It is difficult to say how far Diodorus pushed any inquiries 
of his own. He professes to repeat what he himself learnt 
from the priests about the old royalty and old religion of 
Egypt. And a few things which he notes do seem to have 
been drawn from what he heard and saw—that in his own 
day, for instance, the keepers of sacred animals had been 
known to spend too talents upon their obsequies, that quails 
were caught in nets raised along the coast, into which they 
flew by night on their passage, that in high summer the in- 
undations made the country look like the Archipelago with 
the cities and villages standing up like islands, that the 
Egyptians used the sakya wheel (as the modern Egyptians do) 
for irrigating their fields—an invention, Diodorus says, of 
the Greek Archimedes.? But most of what he says is copied 
from earlier books—his description of the horrors of the 
Nubian gold mines from Agatharchides, the rest mainly from 
Hecateeus of Abdera. ‘“ Even as regards the pyramids, his 
statements are open to the same suspicion. He speaks of 
inscriptions on them, and of other details which cannot be 
verified, and so he gives us but one more example of the very 
reprehensible habit of Greek historians, who ordinarily 
passed off second-hand information as if it were observation 
of their own” (M.). Sir F. Petrie points out that the 
account of the Egyptian monarchy given us by Diodorus 
(following Hecatzeus) probably represents the historic system 
as it had remained to the later native dynasties, Ptolemaic 
rule being looked upon as a temporary usurpation. 

In 59 B.c. Julius Cesar, the leader of the democratic party, 
was one of the consuls. It was believed that the annexation 
of Egypt was part of his own political programme. Yet 


' These kind of statements are almost worthless, because we do 
not know (1) the numerical relation of the citizen body to the rest of 
the population, (2) whether the 300,000 includes women. In the 
case of the 6000 talents, we do not know (1) what their worth was 
in the terms of our own money, or (2) whether they include the 
revenue in kind (corn, etc.) as well as the revenue in money, or 
only the revenue in money. Cicero, as quoted by Strabo (xvii. p. 
797)\ says that the annual revenue of Auletes amounted to 12,500 
talents. 


* “Probably true, for the old Egyptians used only the shaduf ” (M.). 
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Ptolemy contrived, by an enormous payment of 6000 talents,1 
to buy Czsar’s support. Cesar carried a law, in spite of the 
opposition of the nobles, by which Ptolemy Auletes was re- 
cognized at last as king of Egypt, and, by a new treaty, “ ally 
and friend of the Roman People.”? But the treaty said 
nothing about Cyprus, where the other Ptolemy, the brother 
of Auletes, had been reigning since 80 B.c. as king. In 58 
B.C. the tribune Clodius, a partisan of Czsar’s, carried a law 
by which Cyprus was constituted a Roman province, and 
Marcus Cato was commissioned to go to Cyprus and induce 
the king to make over his island kingdom to Rome. The only 
accusation against the king of Cyprus which Rome could find 
to justify this act of high-handed spoliation was that he was 
very rich and had not been sufficiently free-handed with his 
riches. Cato offered the king, in exchange for his kingdom, 
to have him installed by the authority of Rome, as high priest 
in the temple of Aphrodite at Paphos. But Ptolemy of 
Cyprus preferred to commit suicide. His treasures— 
plate, furniture, gems, fabrics—were transported with 
scrupulous honesty by the Roman Stoic to Rome. Cyrene 
gone, Cyprus gone, only Egypt itself was now left to the 
bastard Ptolemy. 

The loss of Cyprus exasperated the rage of the Alexandrines 
against Auletes, who had not lifted a finger to save his brother. 
The sums he had to spend on bribes meant financial oppression 
at home and renewed debasement of the coinage. Auletes 
went in 58 to Rome to complain that the Alexandrines were 
practically in revolt and to beg that his position there might 
be secured by Roman military power. On his way he had 
an interview with Cato at Rhodes. That was the historic 
occasion when Cato, combining the grossness of a Cynic with 
the brutality of a Roman, deliberately received the king of 
Egypt whilst sitting on the stool and evacuating his bowels. 
Upon a Levantine monarch of the type of Auletes a Roman 
commander in those days could put any affront with im- 
punity- 1S et One 

Curiously enough Auletes had left his family behind in 

1 i ivalent to nearly half a year’s revenue, 
if eee ponte ee e 1) is right, and the Gleats in both 


cases are identical. 
2 Wilcken conjectures that an Act of Indulgence in favour of 


cavalry soldier-colonists in the Fayim, of which we have a mutilated 
copy, was issued by Ptolemy Auletes at this moment (Archiv, vi. 
p. 405). 

23 
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Egypt! Whether his wife, Cleopatra Tryphezna, was still 
alive is a doubtful point, and also whether the Cleopatra 
Tryphzna, whom the Alexandrines, according to Porphyry, 
recognized as sovereign in conjunction with Berenice (IV.), 
Auletes’ daughter, when they found Auletes gone, was the 
wife of Auletes or, as Porphyry asserts, his eldest daughter, 
called by the same name as her mother. In any case the 
Cleopatra Tryphzna associated with Berenice died after a 
year and left the young Berenice sole queen in Alexandria.” 
An inscription at Edfu tells us that the work done by so many 
kings of the house of Ptolemy since 237 B.c. upon the great 
temple was finally completed in the twenty-fifth year of 
Ptolemy XI., when the doors of cedar-wood, covered with 
bronze, were put up in the entrance pylon on Choiach 1 
(December 5, 57 B.C.). The names are written up on the 
pylon—* Ptolemy, Young Osiris, with his Sister, queen 
Cleopatra, surnamed Tryphena.” The king, at that moment, 
as we have seen, had fled the country, but the priestly builders 
of Edfu might easily still regard him as the legitimate sove- 
reign and attribute the work to him. The inscription never 
suggests that the king was present in person at the dedication 
of the doors, and we cannot therefore infer from the mention 
of him in this connexion that the inscription has no relation 
to fact, and argue that its reference to queen Cleopatra 
Trypheena as still alive is worthless as evidence. Her name, 
it is true, disappears from the papyri so far discovered after 
August 7, 69 B.c. But if she died then, as German scholars 
seem now generally to take as established, it is hard to under- 
stand how the priests of Edfu, eleven and a half years later, 

1 Bouché-Leclercq supposes that when Ptolemy left Egypt, he 
had not yet formed the intention of asking to be restored by Roman 
arms, and only did so when he learnt that things in his absence had 


grown so menacing at Alexandria that it would not be safe for him 
to return without such support. 

"In the tangle of difficulties regarding the family of Auletes, no 
theory can claim more than a slight balance of probability. On the 
whole, Bouché-Leclercq’s view, as stated in his note (ii. p. 145), 
seems to me the most probable—that the Cleopatra Tryphzena 
associated with Berenice was her mother, not her elder sister. Stahelin, 
in his article in Pauly-Wissowa (“‘ Kleopatra V. Tryphaina,” p. 749), 
says magisterially that Bouché-Leclercq is wrong, without attempting 
to meet his arguments. That the name of Cleopatra Tryphana 
disappears from the papyri from 69 B.c. onwards, Bouché-Leclercq 
had recognized in his note. Ifyou accept the view of Bouché-Leclercq, 


Stahelin says, you must suppose that Porphyry’s statement is erro- 
neous. Of course. 
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has not yet discovered the fact! We have also to suppose 
that all the children of Auletes born after 69 B.c. were 
illegitimate, or the children of a wife who never appears on 
the monuments. If, on the other hand, Cleopatra Tryphana 
lived till 57 B.c. it is a mystery why her name disappears from 
the papyri after 69 B.c. One can imagine other reasons 
besides her death. She might, for instance, have quarrelled 
with the king, her brother, taking the view of the Alexandrines, 
and perhaps of her other brother in Cyprus, that Auletes 
was frivolously throwing away the great Ptolemaic heritage, 
and the king’s adherents might have been given to understand 
his pleasure that the queen’s name should no more figure 
in official acts. If that was the case, it would explain why 
Tryphzna remained in Alexandria when Auletes fled to 
Rome, and why the Alexandrines recognized her as their 
sovereign, as soon as he was gone—on the supposition that 
she is the Cleopatra Tryphzna whom Porphyry meant. 

From 58 till the end of 57 Ptolemy Auletes resided in 
Rome or at Pompey’s villa in the Alban hills, busily working 
upon the senators by bribes or promises, and procuring the 
assassination of envoys sent from Alexandria to Rome. 
Cut off from the revenues of his kingdom, Ptolemy had to 
borrow largely by giving drafts upon the future, and he thus 
became indebted for large sums to the Roman financier 
Rabirius Postumus. It was decided in the course of 57 
that the king of Egypt should be restored by Rome, but the 
question who should be given the command became an 
issue mixed up with the complicated struggle of parties at 
that moment in the Republic. Towards the end of 57 
Ptolemy thought it prudent to leave Italy, and presently took 
up his abode at Ephesus, in the sacred precinct of Artemis. 
His hopes came to be fixed upon the proconsul of Syria, 
Aulus Gabinius, to whom he promised 10,000 talents, if 
Gabinius restored him with the forces at his disposal. 
Gabinius was an adherent of Pompey, and Pompey had, at one 
time, desired to restore the king of Egypt himself. 

Meantime the Alexandrines had been trying to block the 
return of Auletes by finding a king-consort for their young 
queen. They first tried two Seleucid princes—a son of 
Selene’s, and then a grandson of Antiochus Grypus and 
Tryphena, called Philip. But the former, probably identical 
with the younger. of the two boys who in 75 had gone to Rome 
to claim the Ptolemaic inheritance, died whilst negotiations 
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were in process, and the second was forbidden by Gabinius 
to accept the invitation. The Alexandrines then, thirdly, 
procured a man called Seleucus, who claimed to be connected 
somehow with the royal house, possibly the illegitimate issue 
of some Seleucid king. When he came, he turned out to be 
a person of such vulgar appearance and manners, that the 
Alexandrines nicknamed him Kybiosaktes, ‘‘ Salt-fish-monger,” 
and Berenice, after a few days’ experience of such a husband, 
decided that there was nothing for it but to have him strangled. 
At last, a fit person was found in a Greek called Archelaus. 
His father, called also Archelaus, had been one of the chief 
marshals of Mithridates and had gone over to the Romans 
before the last Mithridatic war. The younger Archelaus 
claimed to be in reality a son of Mithridates himself (and, if 
so, to be distantly related in blood to the Ptolemies). Pompey 
had given him a dignified position as prince-pontiff at the 
temple of the Great Mother at Comana in Pontus. In the 
winter 56-55 Archelaus came to Egypt, married Berenice, 
and sat as king on the Ptolemaic throne. 

In the spring of 55 Gabinius invaded Egypt, bringing 
Ptolemy Auletes with him. His cavalry was commanded by 
the young Marcus Antonius. Archelaus tried to put up a 
fight, but his Alexandrine troops proved mutinous, and he 
fell on the field. Ptolemy Auletes was installed once more as 
king in Alexandria by a Roman army, acting in the end with 
royal household troops, who had been called out to oppose it.! 

One of Ptolemy’s first acts after his restoration was to 
kill his daughter Berenice, who had usurped his throne. He 
had four children left : the eldest a girl of fourteen, Cleopatra ; 
another daughter, Arsinoe, from a year to four years younger ; 
and two sons whom we know only by the dynastic name of 
Ptolemy, then children of about six and four respectively. 
People afterwards said that the girl Cleopatra, already on this 
first occasion of their meeting, made an impression upon the 
young Roman cavalry commander, Mark Antony. 

The proconsul of Syria’s military intervention in Egypt, 
outside his province, became in its turn a cardinal question 
of the political struggle in Rome. Gabinius in the end was 
condemned to pay a fine of 10,000 talents and went into exile 
as insolvent (54 B.c.). He had left in Egypt a considerable 
Roman force to secure Auletes on his throne. It was now 


1 See Boucké-Leclercq, ii. p. 179 note. “‘Ptolemaeum patrem in 
regnum reduxerant ”’ (Ces. B.C. iii. 110. 6). 
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that all the Romans, from whom Auletes had borrowed 
money during his residence abroad, began to dun the wretched 
king for repayment. The principal creditor was Rabirius 
Postumus, and, as a way of repaying him, Auletes saw himself 
constrained to make him diozketes, head of the whole financial 
administration of the kingdom. Rabirius, in view of the 
immense opportunities such a post gave him for squeezing 
money out of the unhappy inhabitants of the country of the 
Nile, was fain to accept the office, although it meant his 
exchanging the Roman toga for. the himation of the Greek 
official—an indignity in the eyes of his countrymen. With a 
Roman army of occupation and a Roman diotketes laying his 
hands upon the wealth of the country, Egypt would have been 
in no worse position, had there been outright annexation. 
Before a year was out, Rabirius was driven by a popular 
rising from Alexandria, though not before he had extracted 
substantial sums and placed them securely abroad. He was 
put on his trial at Rome by the opposite faction and defended 
by Cicero in a still extant speech. ‘The verdict is not 
recorded. 

Auletes did not live long after his restoration. He died in 
the spring or early summer of 51 B.c., aged only forty-four 
or forty-five, to be remembered by Greeks and Romans with 
contempt. We see in their descriptions a degenerate, mas- 
querading as the young Dionysos, covering his debauches 
with an esthetic pageantry borrowed from Greek poetry 
and Greek art, flitting about overseas, a parasite of the hard 
Roman masters of the world. But if we drew our knowledge 
of this man from the Egyptian monuments, we should see 
some one portrayed like the great kings of old. On the walls 
of Philz we may find both the shameless inscription of one 
of his Greek votaries, who carves his record as “ 'Tryphon, 
catamite of the Young Dionysos,” ! and not far off, the colossal 
figure of the king himself, in the guise of a Pharaoh, still plain 
there in the Egyptian sunlight, smiting his enemies to the 
ground—the old motive which goes back to the very earliest 
royal monuments in the country of the Nile. 

“The crypts of the great temple of Denderah, which 
Lathyrus [Soter II.] and Alexander had not finished, were 
completed by Auletes ; he set up an altar at Coptos to Khem, 
Isis, and Heh; put his name more than once on the temples 
at Karnak (Thebes) ; set up bronze-bound gates at the great 

(OC, Zo pXey, 
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pylon of Edfu ; enlarged Philometor’s temple at Kom-Ombo ; 
and set his name on older work both at Phila and Biggeh ; 
indeed, the greater part of his activity at these temples was 
confined to surface work, adorning older structures. It 
would seem that he desired the credit of being a temple- 
builder without incurring any considerable expense ” (M.). 

There is a naos made for Auletes in the temple at Debéd 
in the Dodekaschoinos. 


Fic. 61.—Coin of Cleopatra VI. (silver, of Ascalon) 


“Felair d’amour qui blesse et de haine qui tue, 
Fleur éclose au sommet du siécle éblouissant, 
Rose a tige épineuse et que rougit le sang.” 


CHAR TE RUS EIT 


CLEOPATRA VI., PTOLEMY XII., PTOLEMY XIIL., 
PTOLEMY XIV. (51-30 B.c.) 


On the death of Ptolemy in 51 B.c. his eldest surviving 
daughter, Cleopatra VI., began her reign as queen of Egypt. 
In Cleopatra VI. the dynasty founded by the shrewd Mace- 
donian marshal in Egypt, nearly three hundred years before, 
was destined to come to its end. When she came to the 
throne it seemed on the point of extinction. The depend- 
encies, Coele-Syria, Cyrene, Cyprus, were gone ; the dignity 
of the royal house had never been brought so low—the king 
a lackey of the Romans, Egypt almost a Roman province. 
The Ptolemaic dynasty, it seemed, was going to peter out, 
in a few years, like the Seleucid. But destiny had determined 
that the fortune of the house of Ptolemy, before going out, 
should blaze up in a manner dramatic and astonishing. The 
reign of the last sovereign would be the reign which men 
afterwards would remember more than any other. When 
everything seemed lost, the heirs of the house of Ptolemy 
would suddenly have almost put within their grasp a 
dominion stretching not only over the lost ancestral lands, 
but over wider territories than Ptolemy I. or Ptolemy II. or 
Ptolemy III. had ever dreamed of. ‘Those kings, being men, 
had based their dominion on the power of their arms; but 
now, when the military power of Egypt had become con- 
temptible beside that of Rome, the sovereign of Egypt would 
bring to the contest power of a wholly different kind—the 
power of a fascinating woman. The strength of Rome was 
so great that no king of Egypt could hope to save the falling 
kingdom by any power a king could command, but a queen 
of Egypt, with this power of a different order, might actually 
convert the very strength of Rome to be the instrument of 
her purposes. At no other moment of history do we see the 
attraction exercised by woman upon man made so definitely 
a determining force in the political and military field, used 
359 
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so deliberately by a woman amid the clash of great armies 
to achieve the ends of her own imperialist ambition. And 
Cleopatra came very near ultimate success. 

The last of a whole series of Cleopatras, Berenices, Arsinoes, 
presented in this history, she shows a family resemblance to 
those other queens and princesses of Macedonian blood— 
the same precocious masculine purpose, passion for power, 
ruthlessness in killing. But we have to remember that Cleo- 
patra VI. perhaps had added qualities which those others 
did not have. She was probably only half-Macedonian ; 
the other half of her blood was probably drawn from her 
grandmother, the mistress of Ptolemy Soter II., who, as we 
saw, is likely to have been some beautiful and accomplished 
Greek demi-mondaine If Cleopatra’s Macedonian blood 
gave her her masculine energy and hard cruelty, the blood 
of her Greek grandmother may have given her not only a 
physical seductiveness which fired men’s blood, but a wit 
which captivated their minds. She had the versatile clever- 
ness which might be expected in a courtesan chosen to be a 
king’s mistress, and astonished her contemporaries, we are 
told, by her ability to pick up other languages (a thing which 
Greeks very seldom did)—not only Egyptian, the ianguage of 
her native subjects, but Aramaic, Hebrew, Arabic, Persian, 
Ethiopian, Somali. She was not, Plutarch says, exceptionally 
beautiful, but extraordinarily amusing, vital, and attractive, 
not above quickening her talk with lubricity, when it was a 
case of ensnaring the coarse, masterful Roman. 

Cleopatra found herself queen of Egypt at the age of 
seventeen or eighteen. By the custom of the house, and 
according to the will and testament of Ptolemy Auletes, the 
elder of her two brothers, then only nine or ten, was associated 
with her, as king (Ptolemy XII.). They probably had, as a 
pair, the style of ‘‘ Father-loving Gods” (Theo Philopatores), 
though neither during the reign of Cleopatra with Ptolemy 
XIJ., nor during her reign, later on, with the younger 
brother, Ptolemy XIII., do the coins bear any head or name 
but that of the queen, KAcordérpus BaowWioons, and in 

*'That Cleopatra VI. had any native Egyptian blood is exceedingly 
improbable. The Seleucid blood in her veins was Macedonian, 
with a slight Persian admixture, not Syrian. On the suppositions, 
all doubtful, (1) that the mother of Ptolemy Auletes was a pure Greek, 
(2) that his wife Tryphzna was his whole sister, (3) that Cleopatra 


was the daughter of Tryphzna, the proportion of elements in Cleo- 
patra’s blood would be—Greek, 32 ; Macedonian, 27 ; Persian, 5. 
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Egyptian sepulchral inscriptions put up during the reign of 
Cleopatra with her younger brother (regnal years 5, 6, and 7 
of Cleopatra) the regnal year of the boy-king is ignored. - 
The chief power at court was engrossed by the eunuch 
Pothinus,? by the tropheus of the young king, the Greek 
Theodotus of Chios, responsible for teaching him rhetoric, 
and by the commander-in-chief, Achillas, called an 
“ Egyptian,” that is, probably, a man of native, or mixed 
Greek and native, blood. The army of occupation left by 
Gabinius, composed mainly of Gauls and Germans, was still 
encamped near Alexandria. These foreign troops showed a 
disposition to settle permanently upon the soil of Egypt, 
marrying with the inhabitants of the country, whether 
native Egyptians or descendants of the earlier bands of settlers 
—Macedonians, Greeks, Thracians, Asiatics—a new class of 
katotkot. When the proconsul of Syria, Marcus Bibulus, 
sent two of his sons to Egypt to summon the ‘ Gabinian ” 
army to return to Syria, the troops incontinently murdered 
them. ‘The Mediterranean world generally was on the eve 
of a new convulsion—the civil war between Pompey and 
Julius Cesar. In 49 B.c. Pompey’s son, the younger Gnzus 
Pompeius, appeared at Alexandria, to procure ships, troops, 
and money from Egypt. The eastern princes and peoples 
held as a whole by the great Pompey in the coming struggle, 
and the children of Ptolemy Auletes, who had been restored 
by Pompey’s man, Gabinius, were under special obligations 
to Pompey. The young Pompeius succeeded in getting 
from Egypt a squadron of some fifty ships, a supply of corn, 
and five hundred men of the “ Gabinians.” ‘The son of 
Pompey was the Roman of highest standing upon whom the 
young queen of Egypt had yet tried the power of her eyes. 
It was afterwards said that more than diplomatic intercourse 
had passed between them, and that the woman who could 
put the names of Czsar and Antonius in the roll of her lovers 
could also put the great name Pompeius. We cannot hope 
now to separate fact from scandal. 

In Egypt itself there was probably, after the death of 
Auletes, a recrudescence of native revolts. Czsar mentions, 
amongst the wars in which the royal troops who confronted 


1 Strack, p. 212. : 
2His name is Greek; his nationality is unknown. See 


5 Bills 
Pry Plutarch, Pomp. 77. 
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his legions in 49 had seen active service, “ wars against the 
Egyptians.” 1 The wars may, of course, have occurred still 
earlier, when Auletes was alive, but Cesar mentions them 
after the murder of the sons of Bibulus, and it is likely that 
his enumeration follows chronological sequence. No troubles 
in Upper Egypt are mentioned during the reign of Auletes, 
and if things were quiet there, we may conjecture that it was 
due to the government there being in the hands of some one 
whom, by our broken records, we may conjecture to have 
been a man of great consideration and influence, Callimachus 
the epistrategos. Our first record of him in this office belongs 
to July 782 (year 3, Epiph 1), and our last to February 51,° 
so that he must have ruled the Thebaid practically through 
the whole of Auletes’ reign. He combines with his other 
titles that of ‘‘ Commander of the Red Sea and the Indian 
Sea ’’—that is, the Arabian and Indian trade and the stations 
on the coast away to the south would have been under his 
authority. If he is identical (as seems likely) with the father 
of Callimachus the epzstates, then he must at the beginning 
of the reign of Cleopatra have been raised to the post of 
epistolographos at Alexandria. 

As Cleopatra grew in experience and ambition, she became 
intractable to the palace-cabal, Pothinus, Theodotus, and 
Achillas. ‘They accused her of wishing to oust her brother, 
and the mob rose against her. But when she fled from the 
city, this girl of twenty-one set about collecting an army, as 
her predecessor Cleopatra IV. had done in 113 B.c. She 
recruited it probably amongst the Arab tribes beyond the 
eastern frontier, and was presently on the march to invade 
Egypt. ‘The cabal gathered a force and went with the boy 
king to bar her way near Pelusium. 

While the dynastic war was coming to a head in Egypt, 
the great Roman civil war between Pompey and Czsar was 
decided by the battle of Pharsalus. Pompey fled to Egypt, 
hoping that the old ties which bound the royal family to him 
would secure him here a refuge in his fall. He directed his 
course not to Alexandria, but to the coast near Pelusium, 
where the boy-king was encamped. And then came the 
great act of treachery—the assassination of Pompey in the 
little boat by which he was being conveyed from his ship to 
the shore, by the hand of the “ Gabinian ” officer, Septimius, 
by the order of the palace-cabal—Achillas present himself in 
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the boat to supervise the murder—under the eyes of the boy 
Ptolemy, who watched the deed, arrayed in his purple chlamys, 
from the shore (September 48 B.c.). 

By assassinating Pompey, the palace-cabal hoped, no 
doubt, to demonstrate to the victor of the day that they had 
repudiated all association with his enemies, and thus to give 
him no reason for invading Egypt as a stronghold of the 
senatorial cause. But Cesar, following hard on the fugitive, 
arrived with his squadron off Alexandria a few days after 
Pompey had been murdered near Pelusium. Theodotus of 
Chios brought Pompey’s head to Czsar’s ship, but the sight 
of it did not make Cesar sail away. He determined to enter 
Alexandria with the little force he carried on his squadron— 
3200 men and 800 horse. He landed, marched through the - 
streets with the insignia of a Roman consul, preceded by his 
lictors, and took up his abode in the palace of the Ptolemies. 
Mahaffy strangely found it strange ‘‘ that the Alexandrine 
populace, accustomed to royal state, should take umbrage at 
this display of power.” As if it made no difference that the 
power was displayed this time by a Roman intruder! In- 
cidents soon occurred to show that Alexandria was in an 
ugly temper—street brawls, assassinations of isolated soldiers 
belonging to Czesar’s force. 

The king and queen were absent, encamped against each 
other, on the frontier. Czsar, as representing Rome, claimed 
the right to summon them both to disband their armies and 
submit to his arbitration. In his will Auletes had besought 
the Roman People to give effect to his dispositions. In | 
answer to Czsar’s summons, Pothinus returned to Alexandria 
with the young Ptolemy, but he did not disband the king’s 
army. He left it in being near Pelusium, under the command 
of Achillas. For Cleopatra the difficulty was how to get from 
the frontier to Cesar without being murdered by the palace- 
gang on the way. It was for this reason that her adherent, 
Apollodorus of Sicily, conveyed her by boat to Alexandria 
and then smuggled her into the palace, concealed in a roll of 
carpet. For the charming queen of Egypt to emerge suddenly 
from a carpet in Caesar’s presence was also an admirable way 
of putting their relations on a gay informal footing from the 
outset. 

Cesar had now both the king and queen in his hands, and 
with the queen his relations soon became those of lover with 
mistress. He brought about in public a reconciliation 
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between Ptolemy and his sister ; they were once more joint- 
sovereigns, according to their father’s will. But in Alex- 
andria, ill-will against the stranger, fomented by Pothinus, 
continued, and presently the royal army—Achillas acting in 
concert with Pothinus—moved upon the city. This army, 
some 20,000 in numbers, consisted of men who had practical 
experience of fighting and a large proportion of whom had 
undergone Roman discipline, and were officered by Romans. 
Beside the troops of Gabinius (mainly, as we have seen, 
Gauls and Germans) it included a considerable number 
of refugees and escaped slaves from Italy and the West, and 
also a considerable number of bandits and pirates from Asia 
Minor and Syria—relics of the great pirate power broken by 
Pompey. Two courtiers, dispatched from the palace to 
parley, were, by the order of Achillas, one killed and the 
other very nearly done to death. This meant for Cesar 
another war—the ‘‘ Alexandrine War,” it was afterwards 
called—in which Czsar was fighting at the head of a force 
vastly inferior in numbers in the labyrinth of a Levantine 
city. Others of his legions were on the march to Egypt 
through Syria, but meantime his position was an awkward 
one. With his little army in a barricaded quarter of the city 
adjoining the Great Harbour, he might keep the enemy at 
bay, but he could not attempt to re-embark his army without 
putting it, during the operation, at the enemy’s mercy. He 
saved his communications by sea from being cut, by burning 
the Alexandrine fleet which had been left undefended in the 
Great Harbour. It was on this occasion that some ware- 
houses near the Harbour, containing corn and papyrus rolls 
(books probably prepared in Alexandria for export), caught 
fire, and a large number of precious volumes— 0,000, Livy 
says—were destroyed. ‘This probably gave rise to the legend, 
current a few generations later, that the great Alexandrine 
Library had been burnt.! Cesar also threw a detachment into 
the island of Pharos to prevent the passage between the 
Harbour and the sea from being closed. 

The royal palace, with the king and queen and the two 
younger children of Ptolemy Auletes, remained in Czsar’s 
possession. ‘The queen was no doubt altogether on the side 
of her great lover, but her younger sister Arsinoe, a girl then 

1 See Bouché-Leclercq’s note, ii.p.199. Birt still believes that the 


great Library itself was destroyed in 46 B.c. (“‘ Kritik und Hermen- 
entik,” in I. von Miiller’s Handbuch, p. 330). 
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of about fifteen, had the precocious ambition and will we 
have learnt to expect in Macedonian princesses. She escaped 
from the palace with the eunuch under whose care she had 
been brought up, Ganymedes, and took up her position as 
the representative of the royal house, with the army of Achillas 
(late autumn ? 48 B.c.). This change in the situation was soon 
followed by another—the removal of the two men who had 
held the chief power in Egypt a few months before, and had 
contrived the murder of Pompey. In the attacking army, 
jealousy broke out between Achillas and Ganymedes, and 
Achillas was put to death by order of Arsinoe. About the 
same time in the palace, Pothinus, convicted of being in 
correspondence with the enemy, was put to death by Cesar— 
ostensibly no doubt by order of Cleopatra. 

The attacking army, now commanded by Ganymedes, 
pressed Cesar’s little force hard. At one time it seemed 
to have succeeded in depriving it of the fresh water which 
had been brought in conduits from Lake Mareotis, but Czsar 
sunk wells. In an attempt to get possession of the mole 
connecting Pharos with the mainland Cesar lost four hundred 
of his legionaries, and only saved his own life by swimming 
to his ship. Then the Alexandrines opened negotiations, 
promising that if Cesar would send them the young king, 
they would throw over Arsinoe and accept the orders of 
Ptolemy. Czsar thought it good policy to let the boy of 
thirteen go, though he had no confidence in Ptolemy’s pro- 
mises. As soon as the boy joined the Alexandrine army, 
he put himself at the head of the fight against the invading 
Romans. 

At last, the reinforcements expected by Czsar reached 
Egypt. It was a force commanded by a man of mixed Greek 
and Gaulish parentage, Mithridates of Pergamon, a devoted 
adherent of Czsar’s, and included a contingent of three 
thousand Jews under the Idumzan Antipater. Mithridates 
crossed the desert from Palestine, stormed Pelusium, moved 
up the eastern branch of the Nile to Memphis, and from 
Memphis down the western branch on Alexandria. The 
Alexandrine army tried to intercept him before he could form 
a junction with the legions of Caesar, but Cesar, going by 
forced marches round Lake Mareotis, moved too quickly, 
and the combined force attacked the Alexandrine position 
on the river. On the second day the position was taken, 
and a great part of the Alexandrine army—Gauls, Germans, 
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Asiatics, Romans, Italians, beside Egyptian Greeks and 
natives—was put to the sword. When the massacre was — 
over, the boy-king was nowhere to be found. It was reported 
that the boat in which he had tried to escape across the river 
had been overcrowded with fugitives and had gone down. 

Cesar returned to Alexandria, master of the situation 
(January 47 B.c.). Although Cleopatra was now hated by 
her subjects—at any rate, by the Greeks and Macedonians of 
Egypt—because she had given herself to the Roman, they 
had to see her established as queen by the invincible Casar. 
Her. official boy-husband, Ptolemy XII., having vanished, 
Cesar replaced him by her still younger brother, Ptolemy 
XIII., then about twelve. The official style Theos Philopator, 
which had presumably belonged to the elder brother in 
association with Cleopatra, was taken by the younger as 
well! Arsinoe was sent to Rome, in order that, later on, 
this princess of the great Macedonian house might walk in 
chains behind Czsar’s triumphal chariot. Casar himself, 
although senatorial armies were still afoot overseas, and the 
world situation seemed crying for his immediate departure, 
would not give up his pleasant winter season in Egypt with 
Cleopatra. He made an expedition up the Nile with her, in 
the magnificent royal pleasure-boat, as far as the Ethiopian 
frontier. So these two, representing one the conquering 
power of Macedon, and the other the conquering power of 
Rome, visited together, as a pair of lovers, the stupendous 
monuments of the ancient Theban kings—temples where the 
old worship was still in those days being carried on by throngs 
of white-robed native priests. It was not till April that 
Cesar sailed from Alexandria for Syria. He left three 
legions under Rufinus in Egypt to secure Cleopatra upon the 
throne. It was possibly at this time that Cesar retroceded 
Cyprus to Ptolemaic rule. Cyprus was, at any rate, a 
Ptolemaic dependency again at Czesar’s death in 44. 

On Payni 23 (June 23, 47 B.c.) Cleopatra bore a son—her 
son, she declared, and Czsar’s. ‘To acknowledge him a son of 
Czsar’s was to stamp him a bastard and display the queen’s 
dishonour in the eyes of those Greeks and Macedonians who 
took pride in the house of Ptolemy. But Cleopatra, without 
any shame, gave the child the name of Cesar. The Alexan- 
drines nicknamed him Czsarion (a diminutive). The native 
priesthood at Hermonthis celebrated the birth of the child 

1 This is now proved by Oxy.-xiv. No. 1629. 
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by figures and hieroglyphics still to be seen on their temple 
walls, in which it was declared that his true father was the 
god Ra, manifested under the form of Cesar.! For her 
Greek subjects Cleopatra was represented on the coins as 
Aphrodite with the infant Eros. As the boy grew older, some 
of the Greeks believed they could detect in his movements 
something characteristic of Julius Czsar. 

When Cesar returned to Rome in 46, triumphant Dictator 
of the Roman world, Cleopatra took up her residence there, 
in Czsar’s gardens on the other side of the Tiber. She had 
brought her brother, Ptolemy XIII., with her from Egypt, 
and a great retinue. To the high society of Rome, which 
frequented her salon, she assumed royal airs, which many 
resented. She was spoken of as “‘ the Queen” (regina), with- 
out further addition. ‘‘I hate the Queen,” Cicero writes 
in one of his letters,? though he had got from her a promise 
of some books or other things from Alexandria, which might 
be of interest to a man of letters. Czesar recognized the 
infant Cesar as his son. He dedicated a golden statue of 
_Cleopatra in his new temple of Venus Genetrix, the divinity 
from whom the Julian house claimed to have sprung. 

In the eyes of the Romans, the Queen was still the mistress 
only, not the wife, of the Dictator, who had all the time his 
legitimate Roman wife, Calpurnia, though he had no legiti- 
mate children. But for Cleopatra at this moment the future 
must have held giddy possibilities. Things seemed rapidly 
moving to a great dénouement, in which Julius Cesar, who 
despised the traditions of the Republic, would boldly convert 
the Roman world into a monarchy of the Hellenistic type, 
with himself as king, exalted above the narrow Roman ex- 
clusiveness, one in whom all the races of that world—Italian, 
Greek, Macedonian, Gaulish, Spanish, Egyptian, Asiatic— 
would see their common sovereign. And, as a signal of his 
throwing off the narrow Roman tradition, of the universal 
character of the new monarchy, what could be more striking 
than if he took as his queen the surviving representative of 
the Macedonian empire, of the house of Ptolemy? For Cleo- 
patra, too, the three-centuries-long association of her house 
with Egypt must now have seemed only a transient connexion, 


1Sir F. Petrie holds that, from the point of view of the native 
Egyptians, it was quite correct for their queen to marry the man 
who at any time was de facto ruler of Egypt. 

2 Ad Atticum, xv. 15. 
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a stage on its way to the throne of the world. She saw herself 
the empress of a realm, in which Egypt would be a mere 
province. And to that realm the boy Czsar would be heir, 
the boy in whom the Macedonian blood of Ptolemy and the 
Roman blood of Czsar mingled. 

But the Roman aristocrats, who also felt that things were 
moving to such a dénouement, regarded the prospect with 
abhorrence and alarm. ‘The idea of their being subject, they, 
Romans, to a queen whom they contemptuously, if incorrectly, 
described as ‘“‘ an Egyptian,” stung them to rage. And that 
was only one intolerable feature in what they suspected to be 
projects of Czsar. On the Ides of March 44 B.c., the daggers 
of Brutus and his fellows put an abrupt end to Cleopatra’s 
dream. ‘The assassination of Cesar made her own position 
in Rome one of extreme peril. “ The Queen ”’ fled about a 
fortnight later. She must get back, while she could, to her 
old narrow kingdom on the Nile, and hope to be safe in 
Egypt through the coming convulsions in the Roman world, 
as her ancestor the first Ptolemy had been safe there through 
the convulsions which followed the death of Alexander. 

Cleopatra must have brought back her young brother, 
Ptolemy XIII., with her to Egypt, since a document at 
Oxyrhyncus of July 26, 44, is still dated by Cleopatra and 
Ptolemy together But he died shortly after her return.” 
Porphyry says that Cleopatra contrived his death, and 
Josephus says that she poisoned him—which is likely enough, 
since he would naturally appear as a rival to the boy Cesar. 
According to Dio Cassius,? Cleopatra, soon after her return 
to Egypt, associated her son with herself upon the throne, 
and the temple at Denderah shows the colossal figure of 
Cleopatra, depicted as the Egyptian goddess Hathor, together 
with the boy Cesar, habited as an ancient Pharaoh. A Fayim 
Greek about this time dedicates a stele on behalf of queen 
Cleopatra and king Ptolemy Cesar “‘ and of their ancestors ”’ 
[of the house of Ptolemy and of the gens fulia?] to the 
Egyptian crocodile god, whom he declares to be the young 
king’s “‘ great-grandfather.”* The inscription on the stele 
in Turin begins: ‘In the reign of Cleopatra, Father-loving 


1 Oxy. xiv. No. 1629. Foe : 

2 Porphyry says he died in the fourth year of his reign (=the eighth 
year of Cleopatra), 7.e. 45-44 B.C. 

8 xivity 405. 

4 Annales (1908), p. 241. 
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Goddess, and of Ptolemy who is also Cesar, Father-loving, 
Mother-loving God... .” Unfortunately the inscription. 
is broken and the date can be restored only by conjecture.’ 
The stele in question throws a chance light upon internal 
conditions in Upper Egypt at this moment. It was put up 
by the priests of Amen-Ra-Sonther at Thebes and other 
heads of the native community in the city in honour of Calli- 
machus, the chief magistrate (epzstates) of the Theban division 
of the Pathyrite nome. He had been devoted, we are told, 
in his paternal care for the city of Thebes, “ruined by a 
variety of grievous circumstances ’’—an allusion probably to 
the treatment inflicted upon Thebes by Soter II. in 88 B.c. - 
—and had laboured for the city’s revival. Again, in the 
recent year of famine and the following year of pestilence, he 
had done all that was possible to relieve the terrible distress. 
Above all, he had taken pains to secure that the rites of 
religion in the Egyptian temples should be carried out in the 


1 Dittenberger (O.G.I., No. 194) follows the conjecture of Franz, 
“in the tenth year [of Cleopatra], which is also the second. year 
[of Ptolemy Cesar], z.e. 43-42 B.c.” But when later on we find a 
system of double dating, it is the stxteenth year of Cleopatra (37-36 
B.C.) which corresponds with the first year of the other series, and 
the inscription of Heracleopolis has simply year 11. Strack, who 
takes the view that the series with lower numbers is that of the regnal 
years of Ptolemy Cesar, supposes that while Cleopatra made Ptolemy 
Cesar co-king (Mitherrscher) in 44, in his dead uncle’s room, she did 
not make him joint-king (Sammtherrscher) till 36 B.c., from which 
date his regnal years were reckoned. ‘That seems a distinction 
without a difference. Letronne, in the article to which Dittenberger 
refers (Journal des Savants, 1842, p.’717), hardly bears out the view in 
support of which Dittenberger cites it. Letronne’s view was that the 
series with lower numbers in the double dating represented the regnal 
years of Mark Antony, as king of Egypt; but Strack is probably right 
in his contention that Antony never was king of Egypt. Letronne 
supposed that Ptolemy Cesar (associated with his mother in 44 B.C.) had 
no distinct regnal years of his own, and that there had therefore been 
no double date in the broken-off part of the Turin stele. Porphyry 
says that in the double dating both series were regnal years of 
Cleopatra—one her regnal years as queen of Egypt, the other her 
regnal years as queen of Chalcis in Syria, which she acquired in 36 
B.c. ‘This is probably correct. The double dates appear only on 
coins struck in Berytus, not on Egyptian coins, and in Syria and 
Pheenicia Cleopatra’s years might well be reckoned from the time 
when her rule in these regions began, as well as from her accession 
to the throne of Egypt (Svoronos, p. 469). If the famine mentioned 
in the Turin stele is the famine of 44 and 43 B.c., Ptolemy Czsar 
must already, when he was four years old, have had the status of 
king. Bouché-Leclercq’s attempt in vol. ii. to combine the view of 
Letronne with that of Porphyry, he himself revokes in vol. iv. 
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proper manner. Various things may be gathered from the 
inscription. One is that the officials in Upper Egypt were 
acting independently of the court in a new way—a conse- 
quence of the distractions of the royal family, and perhaps 
of the prolonged absence of Cleopatra in Rome. The eulogy 
of the Thebans is piled upon the divisional magistrate, and 
not a word is said of the queen except in the dating. Further, 
we may gather that the destruction of the old Egyptian 
capital by Soter II. had not been complete: Thebes, if 
sadly reduced and battered, continued to exist. 

Another inscription belonging to the year 11 of Cleopatra 
has been found at Heracleopolis, embodying a decree issued 
by Cleopatra and Ptolemy Czsar on a date corresponding to 
April 13, 41 B.c.1. The purport of the edict is to enforce the 
privileges of Alexandrines residing in Egypt for agricultural 
work outside Alexandria. The local officials had been 
harassing Alexandrines for the payment of dues and taxes 
which the ordinary inhabitants had to pay, but from which 
Alexandrines were immune. A delegation of these Alex- 
andrines had presented themselves before the queen in 
person on March 15 (the Ides of March !—an anniversary 
Cleopatra would remember) to submit their case, and the 
promulgation of the decree a month later was the consequence. 
It was addressed individually to the strategoi of different 
nomes, and it was ordered that a copy of it should be put 
up in the nome-capital, in Greek and in Egyptian. Chance 
has preserved for us the slab on which it was inscribed at 
Heracleopolis. 

“Queen Cleopatra, Father-loving Goddess, and king 
Ptolemy, who is also Caesar, Father-loving, Mother-loving God, 
to the strategos of the Heracleopolite nome, greeting. Let the 
subjoined decree, with the present royal letter, be transcribed 
in Greek and in native letters, and let it be put up publicly 
in the metropolis and in the principal places of the nome, and 
let all else be done according to our commands. Farewell. 
Year 11. Daisios 13, which is Pharmuthi 13. 

“To Theon [the diotketes ?]. Whereas those from the 
City who do agricultural work in the Prosopite and Bubastite 
nomes have addressed a petition to us in audience on the 
15th of Phamenoth against the officials of the ‘Ten Nomes,? 
setting forth how these, contrary to our will and to the orders 


1 Published by Lefebvre in Mélanges Holleaux (1913), pp. 103 ff. 
2 The nomes, probably, of Lower Egypt. 
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repeatedly sent out in accordance with our decision, by those 
over the administration [the diotketaz], to the effect that no 
one should demand of them anything above the essential 
royal dues (74 yvjova Bacdixd), essay to act wrongfully and 
to include them amongst those of whom rural and provincial 
dues, which concern them not, are exacted, we, being ex- 
ceedingly indignant and judging it well to issue a general 
and universal ordinance regarding the whole matter,’ have 
decreed that all those from the City, who carry on agricultural 
work in the country, shall not be subjected, as others are, 
to demands for stephanoi and epigraphai such as may be made 
from time to time, and on special occasions, in the nomes, 
nor shall their goods be distrained for such contributions, nor 
shall any new tax be required of them, but when they have 
once paid the essential dues, in kind or in money, for corn- 
land and for vine-land, which have regularly in the past been 
assigned to the royal treasury, they shall not be molested for 
anything further, on any pretext whatever. Let it be done 
accordingly, and let this be put up publicly, according to 
law.” 

The last decree we know of issued by a sovereign of the 
house of Ptolemy ! 

From Egypt Cleopatra watched the great struggle in the 
Roman world which followed Czsar’s death. Till Antony 
and Octavianus Cesar, standing for the cause of the dead 
Dictator, could intervene effectively in the Eastern Mediter- 
ranean, the senatorial forces in those countries, commanded 
by Brutus and Cassius, ruled the field. Czesar’s cause was 
represented in the East by the hot-headed and inefficient 
Dolabella, and the Roman legions, which had ever since the 
spring of 47 been left as a garrison in Egypt, marched out 
under Allienus to join him in Asia, but in Syria they changed 
sides and joined Cassius instead. In July 43 Dolabella 
committed suicide in the Syrian Laodicea, to avoid falling 
into the hands of the enemy. Cleopatra had given Dolabella 
no help, though her sentiments, so far as she had any apart 
from her policy, must have been on the side of the Czsarians. 
The applications from Cassius for the help of the Egyptian 
fleet, which was considered formidable, she steadily evaded. 


1 Lefebvre translates, applying the participle to the local officials, 
““par haine et dessein d’assouvir en une fois sur eux bons leur 
rancune”’; but this surely is wrong; «mcorovnpia is “‘ righteous 
indignation.” 
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When at last Antony and Octavian stood on the field of 
Philippi as victors (autumn, 42 B.C.) the queen of Egypt had 
done nothing to help either the victorious or the defeated 
side. Her policy of inactivity, so long as the issue was 
undecided, may have seemed safe and prudent, but it left 
her now exposed to the resentment of the victors, who might 
not unreasonably have expected her to have shown a warmer 
interest in the cause of her great dead lover. But Cleopatra 
had her own way of mingling in the world-conflict—to mark 
the man in the ascendant, attach herself to him, and subjugate 
him to her purposes. 

By the victory of Philippi, Mark Antony became ruler of the 
eastern part of the Roman world. At Ephesus, a few months 
after the battle, he was already hailed as a manifestation of the 
god Dionysos. Cleopatra took no step to communicate with 
him, or justify herself, till Antony, provoked by her reserve, 
sent his friend, the dissolute Quintus Dellius,! to suggest her 
coming to meet him in Cilicia. 

Then Cleopatra went forth to conquer, with her own 
weapons of warfare. A gorgeous ship sailed up the river 
Cydnus, bearing the new Aphrodite with a pageantry of little 
Cupids and Nereids and Graces, to meet the new Dionysos. 
The pageantry, as Mahaffy points out, and as we should 
expect, was all Greek, not Egyptian. At Tarsus Cleopatra 
was as completely victorious as Antony and Octavian had 
been at Philippi. She was once more the mistress of the 
most powerful man—or one of the two most powerful men— 
in the’ world. Antony would use all that power of his to 
further her purposes. Yet it would be a mistake to read into 
Antony’s liaison that quality of romance and chivalry which 
the modern world associates with love. In “ that hard Pagan 
world,” as may be seen by the frank brutality with which 
Antony himself spoke of his relation to Cleopatra in one of his 
letters to Octavian,” these things had no such transfiguring 
halo. Antony seems even to have taken a vulgar pride in 
having as the instrument of his pleasures a real queen ; his 
first Roman wife had been a freedman’s daughter, his present 
Roman wife, the terrible Fulvia, was of humble origin, 
and his host of vagrant amours had been with mimes and 


1 One of the best-known odes of Horace (ii. 3) is addressed to him. 
The poet urges him to indulgence freely in the pleasures of life, 
“* Horace aurait pu mieux placer ses conseils ’ (Bouché-Leclercq). 

2 Suet. Aug. 61. 
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common trulls. But he would do almost anything that 
Cleopatra wished ; and that was the important thing from 
her point of view. 

He did indeed ask for some explanation of her failure to 
give any help to the Czsarian cause before Philippi. And 
Cleopatra had an explanation ready—a feminine explanation, 
much more effective, no doubt, than any grave political argu- 
ment could have been. She really had tried to come to the 
help of the cause. She had sailed out herself with the 
Egyptian fleet, but the weather had been atrocious, and she 
had been so dreadfully ill+ And then Antony began doing 
the things she asked. It was, in the first instance, to have 
a number of people killed, killed or delivered up to her—her 
sister Arsinoe, who, since she had been led a captive through 
the streets of Rome, had taken refuge in the precinct of 
Artemis at Ephesus, where she was now murdered to gratify 
Cleopatra’s undying hatred; a young man at Aradus, who 
professed to be her vanished brother Ptolemy XII.; Serapion, 
the Ptolemaic governor of Cyprus, who had given help to 
Cassius. 

Antony spent the winter season of 41-40 in Egypt, and gave 
himself up, with Cleopatra, to the life of pleasure and riotous 
festivity which Plutarch has described. A convivial associa- 
tion of the Greek type, the synodos of the ‘‘ Inimitable Livers ”’ 
(amimétobioi), was formed with the queen and her Roman 
lover, habited now as a Greek, for its moving spirits. And 
- all the time events were taking place in the world outside 
which must profoundly affect Antony’s position—in Italy 
a quarrel, which came to actual war, between Octavian and 
Antony’s family, his wife Fulvia and his brother Lucius ; 
in Syria and Asia Minor, an invasion of the Parthians, led by 
the Roman renegade Labienus. In the spring of 40, Antony 
at last left Egypt and met Fulvia in Athens, but he was 
relieved of this difficult element in his life by Fulvia dying 
a few weeks later at Sicyon. When Antony reached Italy, 
friendship was patched up between him and Octavian, and 
the agreement was sealed by the marriage of Octavian’s 
widowed sister, Octavia, to Antony. The eastern provinces 
were recognized as Antony’s special sphere of power, but he 
remained himself in Italy till the end of 39, ordering their 


* Appian, B.C. v. 8. 
* An inscription put up in honour of Antonius “ his god” by a 
member of this fraternity (O.G.I., No. 195). 
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affairs through his legates, who succeeded in recovering Asia 
Minor and Syria from the Parthians. 

After Antony left Egypt in 40, Cleopatra was delivered of 
twins, a boy and a girl, assimilated to the twin deities of 
Sun and Moon, the children of Leto. They were given the 
names of Alexander Helios and Cleopatra Selene. Antony 
left Italy at the end of 39, but it was to make Athens his place 
of residence, with Octavia. He did not set foot again in the 
provinces farther east till 36, when he came to Syria, without 
Octavia, in order to conduct in person from that country 
a great expedition against the Parthians. By this time the 
desire for Cleopatra again possessed him. He also needed, 
for his expedition, to draw upon the resources of Egypt. He 
summoned the Queen to meet him in Syria, and their old 
relation was resumed. Another son was born to them, 
Ptolemy Philadelphus. Palestine, the lost province of the 
_ house of Ptolemy, was now the kingdom of Herod, the 
Idumzan king of the Jews, and this man, a protégé of Antony’s, 
was too important a vassal for Antony to oust him, on the eve 
of a Parthian war, even in favour of Cleopatra. ‘ But he could 
momentarily still Cleopatra’s territorial appetite by scraps 
of country here and there in Asia and the islands. Lysanias, 
the petty king of the region called Chalcis at the foot of the 
Lebanon, was put to death on charges brought against him 
by Cleopatra, and his kingdom assigned to her. The 
Pheenician coast from the mouth of the Eleutherus to Sidon, 
once within the Ptolemaic sphere of power, was given to her— 
also an estate rich in cedar-woods in Cilicia, also an estate in 
Crete. The balsam woods near Jericho, of great commercial 
value, were given to her, and Herod appointed to act in this 
region as her agent. 

Cleopatra accompanied Antony on his expedition as far as 
the Euphrates, and then returned through Syria, visiting her 
new domains on the way. Herod escorted her as far as the 
Egyptian frontier. These two had a murderous hatred for 
each other, but outward civilities were necessary for the time 
being. In Egypt, the head of Antony now began to appear 
on the coinage—not as king, probably—the title given him on 
a coin is one defining his position in the Roman world, 
abroxpdtwp tpiwv avdpav (“ Imperator, one of the Triumvirs ”’) 
—but, according to the phrase of an inscription referred to 
just now, as “ god and benefactor.” 

Antony’s Parthian expedition was a dismal failure. He 
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regained Syria with only the wrecks of his army. Cleopatra 
met him, with comforts for his draggled troops, in her new 
Pheenician domain, and he returned with her to Egypt (early 
in 35 B.c.). In the course of 35 Antony set out from Egypt 
on a second expedition against the Parthians, and Cleopatra 
accompanied him to Syria. Meanwhile Octavia was on her 
way from Rome, bringing reinforcements and supplies for 
her husband’s army, and had got as far as Athens when she 
received a letter from Antony ordering her to proceed no 
farther. It was a sign that the Queen, her rival, daily present 
to Antony’s senses, had greater power over him than the 
absent spouse. The public slight inflicted upon Octavia 
made war between Czsar Octavianus and Antony practically 
certain in the near future. From Syria Antony, instead of 
proceeding with his eastern expedition, returned again with 
Cleopatra to Egypt. Whether the deferment of the expedition 
was due to the influence of Cleopatra, or to changes in the 
situation which made a deferment advisable for military — 
reasons, is a question. In 34 Antony set out once more, and 
this time he directed his attack, not against the Parthian 
kingdom, but against Armenia. He was more successful 
than he had been two years before, and returned to Alexandria 
with a quantity of spoils and the king of Armenia a captive. 
No Roman triumph had hitherto ever gone except, by 
consecrated custom, along the Sacred Way in Rome, but now 
the Roman ruler of the East, to the scandal of the Roman 
aristocracy, led his triumphal procession down the long broad 
street of Alexandria, before the queen of Egypt sitting high 
on her golden throne and receiving homage as a goddess. A 
few days later a still more ominous ceremony took place in 
the precincts of the Gymnasium. On a platform of silver 
Antony and Cleopatra sat upon two thrones of gold, Cleopatra 
now in Egyptian dress, habited as the goddess Isis. The 
royal children sat on thrones a little below—first Ptolemy 
Cesar, joint-king with his mother, then the children of 
Antony, Alexander Helios in the garb of a Median king, 
Ptolemy Philadelphus in Macedonian royal dress—kausia, 
chlamys, krepides—and Cleopatra Selene. It was proclaimed 
that Cleopatra would henceforth have the title ‘‘ Queen of 
Kings,” and the boy Cesar, declared to be the legitimate issue 
of Julius Cesar, the title “ King of Kings.” Alexander 
Helios was proclaimed ‘“‘ Great King ” of Armenia and of all 
the eastern provinces of the great Alexander’s empire which 
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might in the future be recovered from the Parthians as far 
as India, Ptolemy Philadelphus was proclaimed king of Syria 
and Asia Minor, the little Cleopatra queen of the Cyrenaica. 

Cleopatra from this time played the goddess more conspicu- 
ously than before. Not content with the style of Thea 
Philopator which she had used from the outset, according to 
the regular custom of the dynasty, she now assumed that of 
Nea Isis, used already by Cleopatra III., or of Thea Neotera 
(as a class of her later coins have it), which means the same 
thing—an ancient goddess come back to the earth in the 
person of a modern woman, or a modern woman analogous 
to an ancient goddess. She made a practice of appearing 
on state occasions in the garb of Isis. 

After such a disappointment as had come to Cleopatra 
by the assassination of Julius Casar—a fall from such a height 
so nearly won—it might have seemed improbable that an- 
other chance like that would ever occur again in one woman’s 
life. Yet now again, ten years later, Cleopatra saw herself 
within measurable distance of becoming Empress of the 
world. Antony had resumed Julius Czsar’s idea of creating 
a Roman-Hellenistic monarchy. Already all the eastern part 
of Alexander’s empire had been marked out as the heritage 
of Cleopatra’s sons, the living representatives of the house of 
Ptolemy, and if, in the inevitable struggle now at hand be- 
tween Antony and Octavianus—the young man who bore the 
name of Czsar by a legal fiction only and was not, like 
Ptolemy Cesar, the actual flesh and blood of the great Julius— 
if in that struggle Antony, with all the resources of the East 
at his command, came out victor, then the western part of 
the Roman empire, too, would be united with the East under 
the sceptre of Antony and Cleopatra. 

Cleopatra, it is said, adopted as a form of asseveration, 
*“‘ So surely as one day I shall give judgment in the Roman 
Capitol.” And if then the united Roman power accom- 
plished what Julius Caesar had projected, what Antony had 
failed to do in 36—crushed the Parthians and won back for 
Hellenism the lost eastern provinces of Alexander’s empire— 
then the realm over which the daughter of the Ptolemies 


1 There is this slight justification for the representation of Cleopatra 
on the modern stage as an Egyptian. Yet it was on state occasions 
apparently, not in ordinary life, that she wore Egyptian dress, and 
that not as a woman, but as representing a goddess who was at this 
time widely venerated in the Greek world, as well as in Egypt, 
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would sit as queen would stretch farther than Alexander’s— 
from India and Central Asia to Britain and the Atlantic. 

But first Octavianus Czsar must be met and annihilated. 
At Rome itself feeling was divided between the two rivals, 
and the street-boys fought, some for Antony and some for 
Cesar. In the winter 33-32 Antony and Cleopatra resided 
in Ephesus, which was made the point of concentration for 
Antony’s army. Thence in 32 they moved to Samos and 
Athens. From Athens Antony sent to Octavia in Italy a 
letter of divorcement. So long as he had a legal wife beside 
Cleopatra, it was impossible for the Graeco-Roman world to 
regard Cleopatra as more than his mistress. The divorce of 
Octavia was meant to give Cleopatra’s position legal regularity. 
Octavian responded by forcibly taking away Antony’s will and 
testament from the custody of the Vestal Virgins and making 
it public, so that Antony’s dispositions in favour of Cleopatra 
and her children might inflame Roman opinion against him. 
Then he formally declared war against the queen of Egypt 
in the name of Rome.! 

A number: of the great Romans had chosen the side of 
Antony and were to be found in his entourage and the queen’s, 
in Ephesus or Greece. Many of them believed that it was 
essential to Antony’s chances in the coming struggle that 
he should be temporarily detached from Cleopatra, and they 
said openly that it would be well if the Queen left the theatre 
of war and returned to Egypt. To express such an opinion 
was to make Cleopatra furious. Her behaviour at this time 
was such that more than one friend of Antony despaired of 
his cause and deserted to Cesar. It is surprising that so 
clever a woman did not show greater skill in conciliating men 
whose help it was important to retain. One must suppose 
that her judgment had at this time been overborne by the 
intoxication of power—her cleverness did go far enough 
to stand the strain of so tremendous a success. One must 
also bear in mind that continuous carousals with Antony 
and his boon-companions may well in the long run have 
blunted her acumen and diminished her power of restraint. 
Horace may have been going by first-hand information when 
he described Cleopatra’s mind in these days as ‘‘ disordered 
by Mareotic wine.” ‘This Levantine woman of thirty-seven, 

1 A Roman officer in Egypt, probably a “* praefectus fabrum ” in 


this year (32 B.c.), visited Philz with a number of Greek friends and 
left a memorial of himself and them on the walls (O.G.I., No. 196). 
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whose life had been one of riotous indulgence, must have been 
something altogether grosser, less pleasant to contemplate, 
than the fascinating girl of twenty-one who had made a 
conquest of the great Julius. 

The decisive shock came in September 31 B.c.—the naval 
battle of Actium. In the fleet of Antony there was a con- 
tingent of sixty swift-sailing Egyptian galleys with the queen 
on board. For Antony, with his forces concentrated in the 
Gulf of Ambracia, it was a question of breaking the blockade 
to which Czsar’s fleet, commanding the sea outside, sub- 
jected him. The battle was fought at the mouth of the Gulf, 
the Egyptian galleys being held in reserve in the rear of 
Antony’s lines. Virgil later on pictures the queen summon- 
ing her forces “‘ with the sistrum of her native-land ’”—the 
sacred rattle which the goddess Isis regularly carried in her 
hand—and the fight is for him a fight between the half- 
animal gods of Egypt—the dog Anubis and the rest—and the 
noble deities of Rome—Neptune, Venus, and Minerva. It 
is indeed true that September 2, 31 B.C., was the last occasion 
in history when the old Egypt, the Egypt which worshipped 
Amen-Ra and Ptah, Osiris and Isis, Anubis and Thoth, was 
represented as a sovereign state upon a field of battle. Its 
forces were led by a queen not of Egyptian blood, and the 
fighting men on board must have been largely composed, like 
the Ptolemaic armies generally, of men of Macedonian and 
Greek origin, but the crews will have been mainly native 
Egyptian, and even the Egyptian Greeks now commonly 
invoked the old gods of the land. Cries to Horus and Mentu, 
in the native tongue of Egypt, may well have sounded upon 
the air, as the sixty galleys took their place in the battle 
formation—such cries as had sounded in a thousand fights 
through the forty centuries past, but would no more be heard 
in the battles of mankind. 

In the middle of the battle the Egyptian galleys sailed out 
through Antony’s front, but, instead of engaging the enemy, 
made off, with canvas crowded, to the south. Immediately 
afterwards Antony in his single ship left the battle and 
followed in their wake. According to the traditional view, 
derived from Plutarch, it was, on Cleopatra’s part, an act of 
black treachery—she saw that the battle was going against 
Antony and deserted his cause, whilst she might still hope 
to make favourable terms with the victor—and, on Antony’s 
part, an act of mad infatuation—when he saw Cleopatra 
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departing, his passion for her made him fling every other 
consideration to the winds. Modern writers argue from the 
account of the battle given by Dio Cassias, that the evasion 
was really a plan concerted beforehand between Antony and 
the queen. Antony saw that the position of his land army 
had become hopeless, that the one chance was for him to 
break away to the open sea with what naval force he could, 
and regain Egypt, where he might have breathing-space and 
get together a fresh power. 

If he nourished such hopes, the event proved them vain. 
Antony and Cleopatra re-entered the harbour of Alexandria, 
the sixty galleys garlanded as if for a great victory, in order to 
deceive the people till their troops had again got possession 
of the city. They resumed the old life of revelry, but under 
the felt imminence of doom. The club of the “ Inimitable 
Livers ”’ was changed into the club of the Synapothanoumenot, 
“Those who are going to die together.” ‘The forces of 
Antony in the neighbouring countries—in the Cyrenaica, in 
Syria—declared for Czsar. Wild plans. were discussed— 
landing with a force in Spain and raising the West against 
Cesar, seeking refuge in the recesses of the south, in Ethiopia, 
in the elephant country far up the Red Sea. 

Cleopatra actually got so far as to have a number of vessels 
transported from the Mediterranean across the Isthmus of 
Suez for the flight up the Red Sea; but the Roman governor 
of Syria, who had deserted the cause of Antony for that of 
Cesar, induced the Nabatzans of Petra to fall upon the ships 
and burn them, so frustrating the adventurous plan. One 
thing which the story seems incidentally to show is that 
the canal made by Ptolemy II., connecting the Nile with 
the Red Sea, was impassable for larger vessels, or had been 
allowed by later kings to fall out of repair, possibly, as Mahafty 
suggests, because they found the route up the Nile to Coptos, 
and thence by land over the desert to Berenice or Myos 
Hormos, more practical and safer than the route which went 
all the way by the Red Sea. 

In 30 B.c. Cesar Octavianus entered Egypt with his army 
from Syria. The frontier which had been an impassable 
barrier to Perdiccas and Antigonus had this time offered small 
difficulties. Antony had no trustworthy force with which to 
defend it. Czsar took Pelusium ; it was believed that the 
Ptolemaic commandant, Seleucus, made no real opposition. 
When Cesar’s army lay outside Alexandria, the queen barri- 
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caded herself with a quantity of treasure and with her two 
women—Charmion, her manicurist, and Iras,! her. hair- 
dresser—in a solidly built monument somewhere in Alexandria, 
and gave Antony to understand that she had committed 
suicide. Then Antony thrust his sword into his body, but 
bungled it, and was drawn up, badly wounded, into the 
monument by Cleopatra and her women. What happened 
inside the monument could never, of course, be known, 
except by what Cleopatra and her women chose afterwards to 
say. When the Romans broke into the monument, they 
found Antony’s corpse. Plutarch gives a pathetic account 
of the last words of the lovers, but one must remember that 
Cleopatra’s chances of making good terms with Cesar might 
seem to be increased, if Antony were got out of the way, and 
that she. had apparently tried by a trick to induce him to 
take his own life. 

Cesar made his entry as conqueror into Alexandria on 
August I, 30 B.c. He had an interview with the queen, who 
had now returned from the monument to the palace of the 
Ptolemies. It was afterwards said that Cleopatra, in her 
fortieth year, tried to repeat a third time her success in 
captivating the ruler of the Roman world, but failed against 
the cold prudence of the young Cesar, though Octavian was 
no saint. But that may well be later invention, when legend 
worked up the story of Cleopatra according to the established 
idea of her as the magnificent harlot. All we can say for 
certain is that when these two came into contact, it was a 
case of two deep actors each trying to impose upon the other. 
That Czsar desired to exhibit the notorious Queen to the 
Roman crowd, led a captive behind his triumphal chariot, is 
likely enough, and that for this reason he tried to prevent 
her from killing herself. Her end must always be enveloped 
in mystery. All that is certain is that she was discovered one 
day dead in her royal robes—perhaps the garb she wore as 
the New Isis. The story which became established within 
a few weeks 2 in Rome was that she had had an asp, or two 


1The name of Charmion is unquestionably Greek, connected with 
xdpun, “joy.” But what of Iras (Wipas)? If Pape (Griech. Eigenname) 
is right in connecting it with «pos, ‘“‘ wool,” and saying that it means 
“ wool-head,” one might conjecture that Iras was a negro slave-girl. 
But it may be questioned whether the name has anything to do with 
elpos, or, if it has, whether it means ‘‘ wool-head,”’ or whether it is 
Greek at all. It might be short for Irene as Lucas for Lucanus. 

2 tlorace, Odes, 1. 3/7: 
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asps,! secretly conveyed to her, and caused herself to be 
bitten. Iras too, the story said, was found dead at her 
mistress’ feet, and Charmion at the point of death. No 
snake was ever seen, but it was said that some small marks 
discovered upon the queen’s body proved the manner of her 
death. Later on, her body-physician, Olympus, published an 
account of her last days, and from this book the story, as 
we have it, may, in most of its details, be derived. But one 
cannot know now whether Olympus wrote to tell the truth, 
or to make a dramatic narrative, or to please the Romans.? _ 
There was still a boy of seventeen alive, who bore com- 
bined the great names of Ptolemy and Czsar—the heir by 
his mother of Ptolemy, the son of Lagus, and the one ac- 
knowledged son of Julius Casar. He had already the status 
of king of Egypt, Ptolemy XIV. Before Cleopatra’s death, 
he had been sent with his Greek tutor to escape to Berenice 
on the Red Sea coast. The man who bore the name of 
Cesar by right of adoption sent messengers after the pair, 
decoyed them back to Alexandria—whether by the tutor’s 


1 Virgil, Ain. viii. 697. 

2 Professor Néldeke (Zeitschrift der deutschen morgenland. Gesellsch., 
1885, p. 349) has argued that the official Roman version of the death 
of Cleopatra is incredible on the following grounds: (1) Cleopatra 
is said to have chosen death by an asp-bite, because she had ascer- 
tained that this mode of death was the most painless possible, whereas 
death by asp-bite involves, for a short time at any rate, very great 
pain. (2) The bite of an asp produces discoloration, going much 
beyond a few small local marks. (3) A snake, when it has once 
ejected its poison in a bite, does not secrete more poison till after a 
considerable interval of time ; if, therefore, Cleopatra’s two attendants 
died together with her by asp-bite, we have to suppose that at least 
three asps were employed, though no snake was ever found. Professor 
Noldeke concludes that Cleopatra was really put to death by Octavian, 
and the asp story concocted by the Romans and circulated as the 
official explanation of her end. This is certainly possible ; we should 
have then to suppose that when Olympus described in his book how 
Cleopatra had been bent on suicide and had examined various ways 
of death, he was writing what the Roman government wished written. 
Yet Professor Néldeke’s objections to the common story are not 
sound. With regard to the third one, although Galen (De Ther. ad 
Pisonem) asserts that Charmion and Iras died by snake-bite, no one 
was present to see, and nothing in Plutarch’s story forbids our sup- 
posing that they had taken poison at the same time that the queen 
had caused herself to be bitten by the asp. With regard to (1) and (2), 
Professor Néldeke’s assertions are at variance with the facts. 

Professor Sydney Smith, the Principal Medico-Legal Expert to 
the Egyptian Government, has kindly supplied me with the most 
authoritative information which can be had on these points. The 
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treachery or stupidity we cannot say—and then quickly 
put his inconvenient cousin to death. So the history of the 
Ptolemies which begins with the only acknowledged son of 
Alexander the Great, murdered in his thirteenth year, ends 
with the only acknowledged son of Julius Caesar, murdered 
in his eighteenth year, whilst they seem both to have a far-off 
analogue in the only legitimate son of the third great con- 
queror, in the Azglon, who died in what was practically 
captivity in his twenty-second year. 

Cleopatra’s three children by Antony—Alexander surnamed 
the Sun, Cleopatra surnamed the Moon, and Ptolemy Phila- 
delphus—were sent to Italy, to be brought up by Octavia, who 
took the children of any wife of Antony under her wing. 
Cleopatra the Moon was married, when she grew up, to the 
Numidian prince Juba, who not only had a good Greek 
education but obtained note in his time as a voluminous 
writer in Greek with a mass of uncritical bookish erudition. 
The Romans made him king of Mauretania (Morocco) when 
the throne of that country fell vacant, so that, from 25 B.c. 


principal poisonous snakes in Egypt are the cobra (Naja Hajz), the 
horned viper (Cerastes), and the common viper (Echis). In vtper- 
bites there is usually considerable burning pain at the site of the 
puncture, with swelling and oozing of blood, but in cobra-bites there 
is comparatively little local pain, discoloration, or swelling. ‘“‘ In 
fact, it is difficult on post-mortem examination to find the bite. 
Death may occur in about half an hour from respiratory failure 
associated with general paralysis.” The cobra is the most common 
of all the poisonous snakes, ‘‘ and its bite is much more likely to 
cause a fatal issue than that of the viper, which causes a mortality 
of about 20 per cent.” The only difficulty Professor Smith sees in 
the story is that it is not likely, he thinks, that a cobra could be 
hidden in a basket of figs. 

This difficulty does not seem to me insurmountable, since we are 
not told how large the basket was; I have seen snake-charmers carry 
about cobras in baskets of quite a moderate size. Poetic fitness would 
suggest that the queen of Egypt should choose the cobra, the royal 
snake of the Pharaohs, as the minister of her death. Aspis is the 
regular word in Greek for a cobra ; the aspis in Nicander seems to be 
a cobra, and the royal crown with the cobra was called in Greek 
domdoedys (Canopus Decree). The name given in many modern 
books to the royal Egyptian snake, wreus, is found only in Horapollon 
(about 500 a.D.), by whom it is given as a transcript in Greek of the 
Egyptian name (“ uro,” “ king,” in Coptic); it has nothing to do 
with the Greek adjective ovpaios, and is not found in any Greek or 
Latin authors. Galen says that in Alexandria criminals whom it 
was desired to put to death in the most merciful way had a cobra 

applied to their chest, and that he himself had witnessed executions 
of this kind ; death was very rapid (De Ther. ad Pisonem, 7). 


384 PTOLEMAIC EGYPT 


till about the birth of Christ, there was a queen Cleopatra 
reigning at the opposite end of the North African seaboard 
to Egypt. Dio (li. 15. 6) says that Octavian “ gave Alex- 
ander and Ptolemy to Juba and Cleopatra,” which probably 
does mean that Cleopatra took her two brothers with her to 
Morocco! The son of Juba and Cleopatra, called Ptolemy, 
succeeded to the throne of Mauretania, probably in 23 A.D., 
but he fell a victim to the jealousy of Caligula in 4o A.D. 
because he had worn a purple mantle more conspicuous 
than the Emperor’s in the amphitheatre at Rome. Caligula 
sent him into exile and had him assassinated on the road. 
The last king Ptolemy known to history left no issue. Though 
he was king, not of Egypt, but of Morocco, and on his father’s 
side a Numidian, his name bore witness to the fact that 
through his mother he was a descendant of the Macedonian 
chief who three hundred years before his birth had embarked 
on the astounding adventure of founding a Greek kingdom 
in the wonderland of the Nile. Of Alexander Helios and 
Ptolemy Philadelphus, after they were given to Juba and 
Cleopatra we hear no more. If they grew up and left issue, 
they were lost in the crowd of the obscure. Probably when 
king Ptolemy fell murdered by the roadside, the Ptolemaic 
stem ceased to have any branch in the world. 

Egypt, after Ptolemy Cesar had been killed by Octavianus 
Czesar in 30 B.C., became a province of the Roman Empire. 
It reverted, that is to say, to the position it had had for a few 
years in the empire of Alexander the Great, the position from 
which it had been raised again for the last three hundred 
years, to the status of an independent kingdom—though a 
kingdom under an alien dynasty—by Ptolemy I. It became 
a province, though, in one way, unlike any other, inasmuch 
as Octavianus Czesar, known after January 27 B.c. as Augustus, 
took the rich country as his personal estate and forbade 
any member of the senatorial order to set foot in it without 
his special leave. The place of the kings of the house of 
Ptolemy was taken by the Roman Emperors, usually far away 
in Italy, though the natives continued for another three 
hundred years to portray upon their temple-walls their 
foreign rulers in the semblance of Egyptian kings offering 
homage to the old divinities of the land. 


* Bouché-Leclercq in his note (ii. p. 364) seems to have ‘overlooked 
Dio’s statement ; the affirmation of R. de la Blanchére would not 
rest solely upon the doubtful evidence of some coins. 
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Pace 8 ff.— A reviewer of Victor Ehrenberg’s book (Alexander und 
Aigypten, Leipzig, 1926), in the Fournal of Hellenic Studies for 1926, 
pp. 282 ff., has put forward the view that the motive of Alexander’s 
expedition to Siwah was military. He was afraid of Libyan tribes 
raiding Egypt from the west and using the Oasis as a place for con- 
centration. Hence he made a personal reconnaissance, and his alleged 
religious motive was all camouflage. A precisely similar theory was 
stated in The Times of January 7, 1927, by an anonymous correspond- 
ent. It may well be that the correspondent and the reviewer were 
the same person. The view, in any case, does not seem to me at alla 
happy thought. Mr. Hogarth pointed out in a letter to The Times 
of January 12 that the view ‘“‘ has not only unanimous ancient 
authority, but the probabilities, to contend with. The strategic 
significance of Siwah has never been serious, and, so far as we know, 
Alexander left no garrison there ; nor did he make it any sort of post 
of observation or defence.” 

If the motive of Alexander had been the one suggested, there is 
no reason why Ptolemy (whose account Arrian follows) should not 
have indicated it. There is no hint of it in our ancient authorities, 
and the theory of the reviewer and The Times contributor seems to 
exemplify a common weakness of scholars—the wish to be clever by 
reading between the lines of our texts all sorts of things which they 
do not say, especially where it is a case of attributing to men of the 
ancient world motives which would be natural in a man of the 
2oth century. A modern man might not be moved to make an 
expedition to the Oasis for a reason of imaginative religion, but it 
was like an ancient Greek, and exceedingly like Alexander, to do so. 
Alexander was obviously inclined to play the part of a hero of the 
epic age (as he did at 'T'roy), and the motive which 7s attributed to 
him by the contemporary Callisthenes—of doing what his ancestor 
Perseus had done at the outset of his adventure—has really far more 
inherent probability than the would-be clever rationalization offered 
by the reviewer and The Times contributor. One may notice that the 
assertion of The Times contributor, that the oracle of Ammon had 
lost its prestige in the Greek world in the 4th century, is flatly opposed 
to the evidence, as a reference to Pauly-Wissowa, art. “‘ Ammoneion,”’ 
would show. Plato, in the Laws 7386 (written about twenty years 
before Alexander’s visit to the Oasis), speaks of the oracles of Delphi, 
Dodona, and Ammon as the three chief oracular shrines which 
Greeks in his time would naturally consult in matters requiring divine 
guidance. We may say, indeed, that, so far as Alexander was a 
typical ancient Greek, it would have been odd if he had mot consulted 
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the oracle of Ammon, being as near to it as Egypt, before an adventure 
of such magnitude. 


Paces 55, 65, 129.—Mr. W. W. Tarn questions the validity of 
Ernst Meyer’s calculations in his review of Untersuchungen zur 
Chronologie der ersten Ptolemder in the Classical Review, xl. (1926) 
page 86. Mr. Tarn points out that there is no other evidence for the 
joint-kingship of Euergetes from November 247 to January 245, 
which Ernst Meyer infers. According to Mr. Tarn, E. Meyer has 
got his dates for the reign of Ptolemy II. a year too late: thus the 
ordinary dating was right: Ptolemy II. became co-regent in 285, 
not in 284; Ptolemy I. died in 283, Arsinoe Philadelphus in 270, 
and Ptolemy II. in 246. With regard to the argument on page 129— 
that a worship of the Theoit Adelphoi appears before Arsinoe’s death— 
this would still hold good, if the document in question (Hibeh, 99) 
belongs to Phamenoth or Pharmuthi in 270 B.c., and Arsinoe died 
in the following Pachon, in the same year ; only the interval between 
the first appearance of the cult and the death of Arsinoe would be 
reduced from the thirteen months supposed by Ernst Meyer to 
about one month. 


Pace 68.—Mr. W. W. Tarn urged in the 7.H.S. xliv. (1924), p. 146, 
note 29, that Rehm’s dating of the Miletus inscription could not 
stand. See his further note in 7.H.S. xlvi. (1926), p. 158. It had 
also been questioned independently by Rostagni in his Poetz 
Alessandrini in 1916. I ought to have noticed this before writing 
page 68. Mr. Tarn argues that Ptolemy II.’s letter to Miletus 
probably belongs to the year 275 B.c. ‘This complicates the question 
regarding the “‘son’”’ mentioned in the letter. Ptolemy II., who 
was born himself in 308, cannot, as Mr. Tarn truly says, have had 
a son, legitimate or illegitimate, old enough in 275 to govern Miletus. 
If the “ son ” was a son of Arsinoe I., born before Ptolemy III., as I 
suggested on page 69, he might conceivably, supposing Ptolemy II.’s 
marriage with Arsinoe, the daughter of Lysimachus, took place as 
early as 290, when the future Ptolemy II. was eighteen, have been 
fourteen in 275—too young certainly to govern Miletus, but perhaps 
not too young to be sent round as crown prince, to visit the oversea 
dependencies in charge of Callicrates. But to put the marriage of 
Ptolemy II. and Arsinoe I. as early as 290 may seem hazardous. 
[The age given for Euergetes (pp. 189, 205) was based on the sup- 
position that his parents were married (as Bouché-Leclercq supposes) 
about 284; if the marriage took place in 290, and Euergetes was the 
second son, then Euergetes may have been forty-one at his accession 
in 247, and sixty-seven at his death in 221.]_ Mr. Tarn, then, ruling 
out on the score of youth the possibility that the ‘‘ son” of the 
inscription is a real son of Ptolemy II., says that he “‘ can only be the 
son of Lysimachus and Arsinoe II.,” adopted by Ptolemy II., accord- 
ing to the Beloch hypothesis. But it must be remembered that that 
hypothesis was built on a number of pillars, one of which was the 
supposition that the supposed son of Arsinoe II. adopted by 
Ptolemy II. was the joint-king of the papyri from 266 to 258, another 
of which was his identification with the Telmessian ‘‘ Ptolemy son 
of Lysimachus.” ‘These two main pillars are knocked away. I have 
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shown the insuperable difficulty of supposing that the joint-king was 
a son of Arsinoe II., and Mr. Tarn himself rejects the identification 
of Arsinoe II.’s son with the Telmessian Ptolemy. The adventurous 
hypothesis of this supposed son of Arsinoe II. adopted by Ptolemy II. 
would thus remain, on Mr. Tarn’s presentation, resting upon the 
single pillar that some one called a “son ”’ of Ptolemy II.’s is men- 
tioned in a single document of 275. I cannot think that, unless the 
Beloch hypothesis had been already in Mr. Tarn’s mind, it would 
have occurred to him to construct it on the strength of this document 
alone. If Mr. Tarn is right regarding the early date of the letter to 
Miletus, that does unquestionably make the “‘ son ” a puzzle, and I 
cannot suggest any explanation of him with confidence. It still seems 
to me possible that he may have been a son of Ptolemy II. and 
Arsinoe II. sent round, very young, to visit the dominions. Ptolemy V. 
came officially of age, and was crowned in Memphis, when he was 
only twelve. 

But it has to be noted that Mr. Tarn’s argument for the early date 
of the letter to Miletus rests upon the assumption that when Callicrates 
went with the “son ”’ to Miletus he was nauarchos. This assumption 
seems to me far from certain. Granted that Callicrates ceased to be 
high-admiral in the /Xgean after 266 B.c., as Mr. Tarn infers, the 
termination of his command need not necessarily mean that he died. 
He might surely have continued to be a person of great consideration 
at the Ptolemaic court—just the sort of person who would be chosen 
to take charge of the heir apparent, if he was sent round to visit the 
dependencies. ‘There is nothing in the Miletus inscription to show 
that Callicrates was nauarchos at the time when he was in Miletus 
with the son. The fact that the report on the loyalty of the Milesians 
had been sent to the king not by the “‘ son ” in his own name alone, 
but by the “son” in conjunction with Callicrates and the other 
“* friends ”’ of his escort, rather indicates, I think, that the ‘“‘ son ’’ was 
at the time young. ‘The real author of the report will have been the 
old courtier in charge of the “‘ son,” though, as a matter of form, 
the “‘ son ”’ himself is regarded as making the report in association 
with Callicrates and the rest. If Callicrates was no longer nauarchos 
at the time, Rehm’s dating of the letter may perhaps be right after 
all, and the “‘ son ”’ may be a young man over twenty. 


Pace 75.—Fresh light has come on the history of the Cyrenaica 
in the latter years of Ptolemy II. from an inscription published by 
S. Ferri in the Abhandlungen der Akad. der Wissensch. zu Berlin for 
1926. Wilamowitz supposes that the inscription gives an edict 
(diagramma) of Ptolemy II. or Ptolemy III. regulating the constitution 
of Cyrene after the slaying of Demetrius and the return of the 
Cyrenaica, under the young queen Berenice, to dependence on 
Ptolemy. It is odd that Ptolemy does not appear in the character of 
king, but in that of strategos of Cyrene for life, with five colleagues 
elected for limited terms. The citizen body is increased from a 
thousand to ten thousand, and established on a property qualification. 
These nominated by Ptolemy amongst (democratic ?) exiles who had 
taken refuge in Egypt were to be included in the new citizen-body 
provided they possessed the necessary amount of property. We are 
also shown a boule of 500, and a gerusia of 101, members. The 
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gerontes are all nominated by Ptolemy; the members of the boule 
are chosen by lot, and half the boule renewed every other year. We 
have therefore, as at Ptolemais in Egypt, or as at Pergamon, republican 
forms controlled in reality by the king. 


Paces 79 TO 188, Cuaprers IV. anD V.—A notable addition to the 
literature bearing on the subjects treated in these chapters has been 
made by P. Jouget in his volume, L’Impérialisme Macédonien et 
V’Hellénisation de lV’ Orient (1926), in the series ‘‘ L’Evolution de 
VHumanité.” The book unfortunately did not come into my hands 
in time to use it in writing mine, but I am gratified to find that its 
judgments correspond generally with those expressed in this volume. 


Pace 110.—Regarding the “‘ Persians,’’ in addition to the literature 
referred to in the footnote, reference should have been made to two 
earlier articles by A. Segré in Mgyptus for 1922, pp. 143 ff., and 
in the Rivista di Filologia for 1924, pp. 86 ff. 


Pace 114.—On the subject of the Jews in Egypt a recent book 
(which I have not seen) is said to be valuable—Fuchs, Die Fuden 
AEgyptens in ptolemaischer und rémischer Zeit (Vienna, 1924). 


PacE 176.—The statement that recent attempts to train the African 
elephant have been unsuccessful must be modified in view of a report 
by Captain Keith Caldwell, of the Kenya Game Department (a 
résumé is given in The Times of April 9, 1927), regarding the experi- 
ments made by the Belgians at Api, in the Congo. Seven Indian 
mahouts were employed at the outset to instruct the native mahouts 
of the Azande tribe. The results of the experiment seem to have been 
very encouraging. ‘‘ Once they are sufficiently grown, the elephants 
work willingly and well, and show intelligence in their careful use of 
the plough in difficult land. The cotton crop around Api was, at 
the time of the report, being shifted by elephants to Titule. . . . The 
average value of the Api elephants is said to be £500. Captain 
Caldwell declares his belief that, if it were decided to train elephants 
in Uganda, results equal to those in the Congo would be obtained ” 
(The Times). 'The elephants do not attempt.to breed in captivity. 
This would explain why the Ptolemies had always to keep up their 
supply by fresh captures. 


PaGE 232.—A complete translation into German of the new Pithom 
stele, with commentary, is given by W. Spiegelberg in the Sitzungs- 
berichte der bayerischen Akademie der Wissenschaften, Philosoph.- 
philolog. und histor. Klasse for 1925 (published as a separate pamphlet 
at Munich in the same year). Since translations of similar documents 
have been given in this volume, and it may not be easy for a student 
to come by a translation of this one, it seems worth while to give an 
English version of it here: 

“On the 1st of Artemisius, which, according to the Egyptian 
calendar, is the rst of Phaophi, in the 6th year of the youthful Horus, 
the strong one, whom his father caused to be manifested as King, 
Lord of the asp-crowns, him whose strength is great, whose heart is 
pious towards the gods, who is a protector of men, superior to his 
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foes, who maketh Egypt happy, who giveth radiance to the temples, 
who firmly establisheth the laws which have been proclaimed by 
Thoth the Great-great, Lord of the Thirty Years’ Feasts, even as 
Ptah the Great, a King like the Sun, King of the Upper and Lower 
Countries, offspring of the Benefactor Gods, one whom Ptah hath’ 
approved, to whom the Sun hath given victory, the living image of 
Amen, king Ptolemy [Ptlumis], living-for-ever, beloved of Isis, when 
Ptolemy son-of Aeropus was priest of Alexander, and the Gods 
Adelphoi, and the Benefactor Gods, and <Rhoda ?> daughter of 
<Pyrrhon ?> was Kanephoros of Arsinoe Philadelphus, 

“* Decree made this day : 

“The chief priests and the prophets and the priests who enter 
the inner shrine for the robing of the gods, and the writers of the 
Divine Book [7.e. the ‘ feather-bearers ’] and the sacred scribes, and 
the other priests who have come together to the king from the temples 
throughout Egypt to Memphis, at the time when he returned to 
Egypt, in order to present to him the flower-bunches and the 
amulets, . . . and to make the sacrifices, the burnt offerings and the 
libations, and perform the other things which are customary on such 
an occasion, being assembled in the temple in Memphis, declare : 

“Whereas the beneficence of king Ptolemy, son of Ptolemy and 
queen Arsinoe,! the Benefactor Gods, hath bestowed benefits on the 
service of the gods, by reason of the concern which he hath shown 
at all times for that which pertaineth unto their honour,.it came to 
pass that all the gods of Egypt with their goddesses went before him 
and directed him in the way and protected him, what time he went 
forth into the land of the Assyrians and the land of the Pheenicians. 
They bestowed on him revelations, and declared unto him, and gave 
him an oracle through dream, saying that he would conquer his 
enemies, and that they themselves would not depart from him in 
hours of peril, but stand by him to protect him. 

“Tn the year 5, on the rst of Pachon, he moved out from Pelusium 
and fought with Antiochus at a city called Raphia, near the frontier 
of Egypt, to the east.of Bethelea and Psindfer (?). On the roth of 
the aforesaid month he conquered him in great and noble fashion. 
Those of his enemies who were able to come near him in the battle, 
he stretched out dead before him, even as Harsiésis slew his adver- 
saries in old time. He compelled Antiochus to fling away his diadem 
and his royal hat. Antiochus fled with his escort—they being but 
few that yet abode with him—in pitiful and sorry fashion after his 
defeat. The most part of his troops endured grievous distress. He 
beheld the choice of his Friends perish miserably. ‘They suffered 
hunger and thirst. All that he left behind was taken for spoil. 
<Only hard bestead> was he able to regain his home, sore grieved 
at heart. Then the king took as a prey much people and all the 
elephants. He took possession of very much gold and silver and 
other precious things, which were found in the several places, which 
Antiochus had held, brought thither under his dominion. He caused 
them all to be conveyed to Egypt. He made a progress through the 
other places which were in his kingdom. He went into the temples 


1 This should, of course, be Berenice; the priestly scribe has carelessly 
followed the forms of the previous reign. 


390 PTOLEMAIC EGYPT 


which were there.! He offered burnt offerings and libations, and 
all the inhabitants of the cities received him with gladness of heart, 
keeping holiday, and standing in expectation of his advent with the 
shrines of the gods (in whose heart is strength), crowned with wreaths, 
bringing burnt offerings and meal offerings. Many caused a wreath 
of gold to be made for him, undertaking to set up a royal statue in 
his honour and build temples. It came to pass that the king went 
on his ways as a man divine. As for the images of the gods which 
were in the temples, which Antiochus had defaced,” the king com- 
manded that others should be made in their stead and set up in their 
place. He gave much gold, silver, and precious stones for them, and 
also to replace the vessels in the temples which those men had 
carried away. He took thought to replace them. ‘The treasure 
which had aforetime been given to the temples and which had been 
diminished, he ordered that it should be restored to its former 
quantity. In order that nothing might be wanting of that which it 
is proper to do for the gods, so soon as he heard that much injury had 
been done to the images of the Egyptian gods, he issued a beautiful 
rescript to the regions whereof he was lord outside Egypt, ordering 
that no man should do them further injury, desiring that all foreigners 
should understand the greatness of the concern which he had in his 
heart for the gods of Egypt. The mummies of the sacred animals 
which were found [in Palestine] he caused to be transported to Egypt 
and caused them to have an honourable funeral and be laid to rest in 
their sepulchres. Likewise those which were found injured he 
caused to be brought back to Egypt in honourable wise and con- 
veyed to their temples. He took earnest thought for the divine 
images which had been carried away out of Egypt into the land of the 
Assyrians and the land of the Pheenicians, at the time when the Medes 
devastated the temples of Egypt. He commanded that they should 
be diligently sought out. Those which were found, over and above 
those which his father had brought back to Egypt, he caused to be 
brought back to Egypt, celebrating a feast in their honour and offering 
a burnt offering before them. He caused them to be restored to the 
temples whence aforetime they had been carried away. 

“ He had a fortified camp made for his troops and abode therein, 
so long as there was a desire . . . <his adversaries > to come and 
fight against him. When they were good again * (?), he let his troops 
go. ‘They plundered their cities. Since they could not protect 
themselves, they destroyed them, whereby he made evident to all 
men that the might of the gods <had wrought it> and that it pro- 
fited not to fight against him. He moved out of those regions when 
he had taken possession of all their places in 21 days. 


1 An odd confirmation of the story in 3 Maccabees. though I still think 
that the attempt of Philopator cannot have been seriously pressed or we 
should have heard about it in Daniel xi. 

2 Antiochus would never have defaced images of the ancient Greek 
gods. Unless the priestly phrase is a merely conventional attribution of 
wickedness to the enemy, the images in question must be statues of kings 
and queens of the house of Ptolemy which Antiochus had found in the 
Syrian cities. 

3 The meaning of the Egyptian phrase here seems doubtful. The whole 
of this section is very obscure. 
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*“* After the treachery (?) which the commanders of the troops 
perpetrated,’ he made an agreement with Antiochus for two years 
and two months. He arrived again in Egypt on the Feast of Lamps, 
the birthday of Horus [7.e. October 12], after the course of four months. 
The inhabitants of Egypt welcomed him, being glad, because he had 
kept the temples safe and delivered all men who were in Egypt. They 
did all things needful for his reception, sumptuously and splendidly, 
as matched with his heroic deeds. The inmates of the temples 
awaited him at the landing-stages [of the River] with the proper 
appurtenances and the other things, which it is customary to use for 
such a reception, wearing wreaths and keeping holiday and bringing 
burnt offerings and libations and many gifts. He went into the 
temples and offered burnt offerings and assigned them many revenues, 
beside those assigned to them before. The divine images which 
were wanting of old time, amongst those in the inner shrines, and 
also those which needed repairing, he renewed, even as they were 
before. He gave much gold and precious stones for this and all 
other things which were needful. He caused much temple furniture 
to be fashioned out of gold and silver, notwithstanding that he had 
already taken on him huge expense for his military expedition, giving 
golden wreaths to his army to the amount of 300,000 gold pieces. 
He bestowed many benefits upon the priests, the temple-inmates, and 
all the people who are in the whole of Egypt, rendering thanks to the 
gods that they had brought everything which they promised him to 
fulfilment. 

“Therefore [be it decreed] with propitious fortune : 

“ It has come into the hearts of the priests of the temples of Egypt : 
to increase the afore-existing honours rendered in the temples to 
king Ptolemy, the ever-living, the beloved of Isis, and to his Sister, 
queen Arsinoe, the Father-loving Gods, and those rendered to 
their parents, the Benefactor Gods, and those rendered to their 
forefathers, the Gods Adelphoi and the Saviour Gods. 

*“ Also a royal statue shall be put up of king Ptolemy, the ever- 
living, the beloved of Isis, which shall be called the statue of ‘ Ptolemy, 
the Avenger of his father, him whose victory is beautiful,’ ? and a 
statue of his Sister, Arsinoe, the Father-loving Goddess, in the 
temples of Egypt, in every several temple, in the most conspicuous 
place in the temple, fashioned according to Egyptian art. 

** Also they shall cause an image of the local God to be shown in 
the temple and set it up at the table of offerings at which the image 
of the king stands, the god giving the king a sword of victory. The 
priests who are in the temples shall offer homage to the images three 
times each day and set the temple-furniture before them and perform 
the other things for them, which it is proper to do, as is done for the 
other gods on their festivals and processions and special days. The 
figure of the king painted upon the stele <above the inscription > 
<shall show him mounted on a horse>, dressed in a coat of mail and 
wearing the royal diadem. It shall be so designed that he shall be 
in act to slay one kneeling, figured as a king, with the long spear in 
his hand, like the spear which the victorious king carried in the battle. 

1 Spiegelberg understands this of the revolt of the nationalist Egyptian 
commanders, which necessitated Philopator’s return to Egypt. 

2 A literal Egyptian translation of the Greek kallinikos. 
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“There shall be celebrated a festival and a procession in all the 
temples throughout Egypt for king Ptolemy, the ever-living, the ~ 
beloved of Isis, from the roth of Pachon, the day whereon the king 
conquered his adversary, for five days each year, with wearing of 
wreaths and offering of burnt offerings and libations and all the other 
things which it is proper to do, and it shall be done according to the 
beautiful command... . 

“The shrines of the Father-loving Gods shall be brought out on 
this days and a bunch of flowers shall be presented to the king in the 
temple on the aforesaid. .. . 

‘* Also the first ten days in each month shall be kept as a festival 
in the temples, with burnt offerings and libations and <the other 
things which it is proper to do in other festivals > on this day in every 
month. That which is prepared for burnt offering shall be dis- 
tributed to all who do service in the temple. . . .” 

[What follows is too fragmentary to make translation here worth 
while.] 


PaGE 274.—It should have been noted that the decree of a synod 
of Egyptians assembled at Alexandria in the September of 186 
indicates that the nationalist leader Anchmachis had been taken 
prisoner by a Greek officer on August 27 (Sethe, Zetischrift fiir 
adgypt. Sprache u. Altertumskunde for 1917, pp. 35 ff.). : 


Pace 327.—In connexion with Cleopatra III. it ought to have been 
noted that further priesthoods in her honour were added to the 
eponymous priesthoods of the state-cult in Alexandria. ‘These are 
hardly traceable in our Greek documents because scribes after the 
time of Ptolemy VI. took to a short formula which omitted the names 
of the eponymous priests of the year at Alexandria just as they did 
those at Ptolemais (see p. 10). A demotic document, however, of 
the year 112-111 shows us four eponymous priests, all apparently of 
Cleopatra III. In the case of the first priesthood she is not called 
by her own name but “‘ Isis, Great Mother of the Gods.” The 
name may have been chosen because Cleopatra was queen-mother 
of the two god-kings, Soter II. and Alexander I. The priest has 
the odd name of the hieros polos, ‘‘ Holy Foal.’ Otto points out 
that polos is found in Greece as a name given to a priestess of Demeter, 
and may have been chosen for this Alexandrine priest because Isis 
was often identified by the Greeks with Demeter. 

In the case of the other three priesthoods Cleopatra is called by her 
own name with her official surnames (Cleopatra Philometor Soteira), 
and is served by priestesses, the first being called stephanephoros, 
“* Wreath-wearer,” the second pyrphoros, “ Fire-bearer,’’ and the 
third simply hiereia, “‘ Priestess.” 

Yet a fifth priesthood of Cleopatra III. is shown in Pap. Reinach, 
9, 10, 14-16, 20 (112-108 B.c.), with the name phdsphoros, ‘‘ Light- 
bearer.” 

The splendour and picturesqueness of the processions of the 
ministers of the state-cult through the streets of Alexandria may have 
been increased when with the Basket-bearer of Arsinoe Philadelphus 
and the Prize-bearer of Berenice Euergetis there walked the Holy . 
Foal of Isis, no doubt in some quaint habit representative of his 


CORRECTIONS AND ADDITIONS 393 


name, and the four priestesses of the reigning queen, each with her 
particular emblem, a wreath, a blazing torch, and so on. When the 
real power of the house of Ptolemy had shrunk so pitifully, it was still 
easy to multiply its pomps and displays. Under the earlier kings a 
new priesthood was only now and again at long intervals added to the 
state-cult, and no queen had more than one ; now Cleopatra III. has 
five added all at once for herself alone. Just so the later queens of 
the house, instead of one grandiloquent surname, have two or three. 
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17 

Atilius, Marcus, 249 n. 
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Barca, see Ptolemais (3) 
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194. 

Berenice, daughter of Ptolemy 


III., 205, 211-214 

Berenice, towns: (1) in Syria, 
74; (2) on Red Sea, 155, 175, 
176, 382; (3) B. Panchrysos, 
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Buto, (1) Egyptian goddess, 31 ; 
(2) town, 31, 32 


Cesar, Julius, 
361-369 
Cesar, Octavianus 
188, 372-384 
Callicrates, the mauarchos, 609, 
130 n. 4, 386, 387 
Callimachus, (1) the poet, 74, 
125, 126, 1923; (2) epistra- 


207, 352, 353, 


(Augustus), 
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tegos, 106, 3623; (3) epistates, 


337; 37°, 371 i 
Callista, Greek woman in Egypt, 
88 


Callisthenes, the historian, 9, 12 

Callixenus, Greek writer, 127, 
128 

Calpurnia, 368 

Cambyses, king of Persia, 194 

Canopic Street in Alexandria, 


91, 93, 94, 376 

Canopus, 8, 16, 97, 124, 180, 
209, 211, 214 

Canopus, decree of, 124, 173, 
183, 197, 208-214 

Caria, (60, 62, 103) 20455 2225 


256; Carians in Egypt, 108, 
10g. See Zeno 

Carthage, 71, 157, 249, 256 

Cassander, king of Macedonia, 
26, 27, 34 

Cassius, Gaius, 372, 374 

Castor and Pollux, 96 

Cato, Marcus, (1) the censor, 
301 ; (2) the younger, 353 

Caunus, 134 

Cheereas, nauarchos, 334. 

Chalcis, in Lebanon, 370 n., 375 

Chanaanais, town in Fayim, 117 

Charimortus, governor of the 
elephant country, 243, 258 

Charmion, Cleopatra’s mani- 
curist, 381, 382 

Chelkias, Jewish general, 330 

chersephippos, 163 

Chesuphos, Egyptian nationalist 


leader, 275 
Chiliarchies, 167 
Chios, 156; Chiots in Egypt, 


see Apollonides, Theodotus (3) 
Chnomo [or Chnubo] Nebieb, 
Egyptian god, 294, 321 


Chnubis, Egyptian god, 294, 
295 

choachytai, funeral undertakers, 
161 

chrematistai, 160-162 


Chremonides, Athenian, 67, 68 

Chrysermus, 103 n. 2, 123 

Chrysippus, (1) physician of 
Arsinoe I., 59; (2) the Stoic 
philosopher, 125 ; (3) diotketes, 
153 


INDEX 


Chytri in Cyprus, 25 

Cicero, Marcus Tullius, 351, 368 

Cilicia, 62, 70, 193, 194, 198, 
269, 304,305,350, 373, 375 

Cineas, minister at Alexandria, 
285 

Citium in Cyprus, 25 

Clearchus, (1) official in Fayaim, 
118; (2) tyrant of Heraclea, 
124, 129n. 

Cleomenes of Naucratis, 
22 

Cleomenes, 
2D, BP 

Cleon, the engineer, 117, 118 

Cleopatoreios, deme-name at 
Ptolemais, 105 

Cleopatra I., 107, 268-271, 274- 
ZG Xe Phos} 

Cleopatra II., 107, 283-287, 289, 
202,203, 205, 300-315, 317, 
240325927 0:3 

Cleopatra III., 107, 301 n., 309— 


SI ifs 


Spartan king, 204, 


311, 321, 322, 326-331, 338, 
344 and n. 4, 392 
Cleopatra IV., 326-328, 331 
Cleopatra V., Tryphzna, 345, 


346, 354 and n. 3,355, 360n.1 

Cleopatra VI., 114, 120, 348, 
356, 358-384 

Cleopatra, sister of Alexander 
the Great, 270 

Cleopatra Selene, (1) daughter of 
Ptolemy VII., see Selene ; (2) 
daughter of Antony and Cleo- 
en ae yi On BD REED 


384 
Cleopatra, Thea, queen of Syria, 
301 N.1, 303, 304, 308, 313, 
314 
Cleopatra Tryphzna, daughter 
of Ptolemy VII., see Tryphzna 
Cleopatra, town in Nubia, 294 
Clino, mistress of Ptolemy I1., 


Hi 

Clodius, Publius, 353 

Cnidos, 248 

Ccele-Syria (name of Palestine), 
24-20, 34-37, 61, 62, 69-73, 
134, 154, 156, 193 and n. 2, 
209, 218, 223-230, 256, 258, 
271, 273, 284, 280, 303, 304, 
306, 330, 331, 351, 389, 390 
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Comanus, minister at Alex- 
andria, 285 

Condylus, 290 n. 1 

Conon, (1) the astronomer, 192 ; 
(2) officer in Thebaid, 312 
mh 2 

Coptos, 59, 
357 

Corinth, 26 

(Cos526 0. 2,525) 169, 302, 330, 
338, 344 

Crassus, Marcus, 351 

Cie, 2, OO, AS, 222, ZOn 3 
Cretans in Egypt, 110, 167, 
168, 221. See Bolis, Mnasi- 
cles, Soterichus 

Crocodilopolis (“ City of Croco- 

diles’’), (1) in Fayam, 115, 

116, 141 ; (2) in Thebaid, 83, 


141, 155, 175, 312, 


315 

Cyclades, the, 26, 38, 51, 62, 63, 
68, 193, 218, 222 

Cydnus, river, 373 

Cynoscephale, battle of, 269 

Cyprus, 23, 24-27, 32, 33, 37, 
40, 53, 61, 126, 193, 209, 218, 
248, 269, 273 and n., 286, 291, 
300, 303, 311, 327-330, 334, 
341, 344, 353, 366, 374 

Cyrene, Cyrenaica, I, 9, 10, 22, 
23, 25-27, 30, 63, 64, 66, 73- 
75, 190, 196, 218, 227, 240, 
254, 255, 291, 300, 307, 309, 
326, 332, 377, 380, 387, 388; 
Cyrenzans in Egypt, see Cal. 
limachus (1), Eratosthenes, 
Ammonius, Menecles 


Dalion, writer on Ethiopia, 76 

Damascus, 62, 204, 314, 330 

Danaeus, deme-name at Ptole- 
mais, 105 

Daphne, near Antioch, 190 

Decapolis, 227 

Dellius, Quintus, 373 and n. 1 

Deloss 265927, 645,77, 301, 302, 
309 n. 3 

Delphi, 12, 123 

Demeter, 96 and n. 2, 241 

Demetrius Poliorketes , 25-27, 33, 
34, 36, 37, 40, 52, 54, 56 and 
n., 67, 119 

Demetrius the Fair, 74 
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Demetrius I. of Syria, 291, 300, 


303, 304 

Demetrius II. of Syria, 304-306, 
32,414 

Demetrius, (1) of Phalerum, 
54, 124; (2) quartermaster- 
general, 137; (3) a Greek 


from Cyrenaica, 88 
Demophanes, 75 
Denderah, 12, I41, 337, 

369 
Dér-el-Medineh, 238, 321 
diadochot, 2'78, 294, 325 
Didymz, near Miletus, 63 
Didyme, mistress of Ptolemy II., 


Boi 


md tee 
dikastai, 162 


Dinnus, Roman in Ptolemaic 
army, 71 

Dinocrates, Rhodian architect, 
7 and n. 3 


Dio, general of Ptolemy II., 62 
Diodorus of Sicily, 351, 352 
Diodotus of Bactria, 196 
dioiketes, 80, 133-135, 161, 163, 


316, 329, 371, 372. See 
Apollonius (2), Chrysippus, 
Dioscurides (1), Rabirius, 
Theogenes, Theon: Lo cal 


diotketes, 135 n.1, 262 
Dionysias, (1) tribe at Alexandria, 
99; (2) town in Fayim, 116 


Dionysius, (1) ambassador to 
India, 155; (2) Thracian 
captain, 227; (3) D. Peto- 
serapis, 289 n. I, 290, 297 


Dionysos, 99, 108, 120 and n. 2, 
193 and n. I, 230, 233-235, 
344 and n.1; =Osiris, 295 

Dioscurides, (1) diotketes, 138 ; 
(2) strategos of Fayim, 187 

Diospolis Parva, nome-capital, 
141, 293 

Dodekaschoinos (‘‘ Twelve-Ar- 
zoe *), 246, 247, 294, 324, 
35 

Dolabella, Publius Cornelius, 372 

Doloaspis, Egyptian nomarch, 
15 

Dora, 225, 226 

dorea, 146, 147 

Dositheus, Jewish general, 307 

Dryton, 87 
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Ecdemus, 75 

Edfu (Apollonopolis), temple at, 
142, 176, 186 and n., 216, 238, 
240, 243, 274, 292, 320, 
325 n.2 

Egyptians, 38, 39, 53, 79-90, 98, 
Ioo and n. 3,. 131,132, 146, 
148, 157-166, 168, TOO 735 
175, 176, 227, 229, 236, 238- 
241, 260-268, 274-276, 290, 
295, 297, 300, 316-318, 335, 
361, 362, 391 and n. 1 

eklogistes, 135, 137 

ekphorion, 145 

Elephantine, 15, 76, 77, 88, 111, 
246 and n. 2, 294, 321, 327 

Elephants, 175-177, 193, 228, 
242, 243, 306, 307, 3 ; 

Eleusis, suburb of Alexandria, 
77, 96, 286, 290 

El-Hesseh (Seti), island near 
Philz, 293-295 

enkyklion, 151 

ennomion, 147 

Ephesus, 68-70, 189, 203, 222, 
256, 269, 355, 372, 374, 378 

Ephippus of Calchis, episkopos, 


15 

ephodot, 163, 165 

Epicrates, hamlet of, in Fayim, 
117 

epigone, the, 162, 172 

epigonot, 137-139, 157, 172, 174 

epimeletes, 139, 143 and notes 

Epiphaneios, deme-name at 
Alexandria, 100 

Epirus, 36, 47 

epistates, (1) of nome, 143, 161- 
163, 362 3 (2) of toparchy and 
of Rome, 1443; (3) of temple, 


181 and n. 2 182)cen (a) of 
Dolce ks Owe 143, 155, 
160, 276 


eptstolographos, 136 and n. 1, 362 


epistrategos, 80, 106, 281, 294, 
328 

Eratosthenes of Cyrene, 126, 
205, 236 

eremophylax, 163 

Ergamenes (Argamani), Ethio- 


pian king, 243-247, 260 
Eshmunazar I1., 62 
Esneh, 216, 2 
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Esthladas, 312 

Ethiopia, Ethiopians, 57, 62, 75— 

' 77, 128, 243-247, 260, 261, 
274, 293-295, 338, 380 

Eucles of Rhodes, 269 n. 3 

Eucrates, hamlet of, in Fayim, 
117 

Euemeria, town in Fayaim, 117 

Eugnostus, Macedonian officer 
in Egypt, 15 

Euhesperides, see Berenice (5) 

Eumedes, commander in ele- 
phant-country, 175 

Eumenes I. of Pergamon, 69 

Eunostos Harbour, 94 

Eunostus, Cypriot king, 53, 94 

Euripides, the poet, 9, 125, 298 

Euryclides, Athenian politician, 


248 
Eurydice, daughter of Antipater, 
52-54, 61 


exegetes, IO1, 103, 123 


Bayur, the, 23, 11D, 112.1, 
E4115, 130,.134, 135, 143 
andennss 146, 053, 102, 164, 
E7OnNr 73, 205,200, 200 nx, 
313, 329, 332, 352 Nn. 2, 369 


“ Friends,” 197, 277-280 ; 
euliirsss Eniends,- 102, /276, 
281 n.I 


Fulvia, 373; 374 


Gabinius, Aulus, 355, 356, 361 

Galestes, Athamanian prince, 
303, 311 

Gallipoli, 203, 218, 256, 269 

Ganymedes, the eunuch, 365 

Gauls, 58, 63, 109 n. I, 163, 227, 
361 

Gaza, 24, 25, 33, 134, 227-229, 
256; battle of, 25, 40, 165 

ge en apheset, 145 

ge idioktetos, 146 

Germans, 361 

Glaucon of Athens, 67 

Gortyna, 222 

grammateus (1) ton dynameon, 
27,130; (2) of “shiunts- 
men,’ 176; (3) see Basilikos gr. 

Greece, 26, 58, 67, 248, 273 

Gurob, papyrus of, 192, 198-203 

Gymnasiarch, 106 

26 


Gymnasium, (1) at Alexandria, 
104, 342, 376; (2) elsewhere 
in Egypt, 83, 332 


Halicarnassus, 48, 63, 134, 248 
Hannibal, 249, 270 
Harpocrates, Egyptian god, 215 
Hathor, Egyptian goddess, 246. 


321, 369 
Hecatzeus of Abdera, 84 
Hegelochus, see Lochus (312 
n. 4) 


hegemon ep’ andrén, 167, 294 

Helenus, tropheus, 123 n. 3 

Heliopolis, 3, 140 

Hellespont, 193 

Hephestias, town in Faytm, 117 

Hephestion, 13, 17 

Hephaistos, see Ptah 

Heptastadion at Alexandria, 94 

Hera, 92. See Satis 

Heraclea, (1) protégée of 
Ptolemy the recluse, 2097; 
(2) town in Fayam, 117 

Heracleopolis, nome-capital, 141, 
AUG, Vast 8 Heracleopolite 
nome, 296 

Heraclides, merits of, in Faytm, 


ny, 
Herakles, 9, 14, 99, 120 and n. 2, 
193 and n. 1 


Hermachis, Egyptian nationalist 
leader, 260 

Hermes, see Thoth ; city of, in 
Fayaim, 117 

Hermias, (1) minister of Antio- 
chus III., 223; (@) Hermias 
case in Thebaid, 161, 318 

Hermocles, Egyptian Greek, 87 

Hermonthis, town in Upper 
Egypt, 83, 130, 312, 315, 366 

Hermopolis, (1) the northern, 
31, 81, 104; (2) Hermopolis 
Magna, 142 

Herod, king of the Jews, 375 

Herodes. of Pergamon, com- 
mander on the Upper Nile, 
294, 295, 324 

Herodotus, 1, 9, 115 

Heron, Thracian god, 114 

Heroon-polis, 15, 61, 154 

hiera ge (““ Sacred Land ”’), 180— 
182 
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Hierax, (1) officer under Ptolemy 
Vile 220 | (2) otacer under 
Ptolemy VIII., 336 

Hieronymus, king of Syracuse, 
249 

hieros polos, priest of Cleopatra 
IIl., see State-cult 

Hippalus, (1) epistrategos, 281 
n.1I 3 (2) sea-captain, 155 

Hipparchies, 167 

Hippodamus of Miletus, city- 
planner, 7 

Homer, 4, 126, 233 

Horus, (1) Egyptian god, 31, 45, 
88, 216.) 2045. (2) estyle: of 
king, 29, 347, 388; (3) man 
of Egyptian race, 160, 161 

Hyksos, 2, 238. See vol. i. pp. 


Deva, 

Hylleus, deme-name at Ptole- 
mais, 105 

hypodtotketes, 135 
143 n. 1 

hypomnematographos, (1) of king 
Of queen, Lol, 102,136 5) 1) 
of diotketes, 138 

hypostrategos, 143 


and n. 2, 


idios logos, 156 

Idumzans, 108, 163 n. 4 

Illyrians, 222 

Imhotep (Asklepios), 89, 179, 275 

Imonthes, provincial diozketes, 
262 

India, 13, 21, 34, 155, 175, 195, 
Ana, G{Or 

Ipsus, battle of, 35 

Iras, hairdresser of Cleopatra VI., 
381, 382 

Irene, (1) daughter of Ptolemy I., 
53; (2) mistress of Ptolemy 
VII., 307, 309, 326, 344 

Isis, 31, 45, 46, 88, 106, 121, 
iAAy UBiE, WEYL TKO, Bey, Zi. 
2AO ZA SANG Nee ,02 43 e246. 
ASPEN H, Atv, ACs 440, 3H, 
329, 331, 347, 376, 377, 379; 
392; Isis-Sothis, 215 

iitanusa 03,6 20455222 m2 50 nha, 
302 


Jerusalemy 24,025 nae 2sn 73 
198, 229, 230, 258 
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Jews, the, 8, 24, 94, 97, 98, 100, 
TIO, LLi-=114, ©O2, 1672200. 
229, 230, 286, 298, 299, 304, 
306, 307, 330, 331, 365, 375, 
388 


Joppa, 134, 256 n. 2, 304 
Juba, 383, 384 
Justice, name of Isis, 241 


Ranephoros, see State-cult 

Karaneus, deme-name at Ptole- 
mais, 105 

Karnak, 216, 293, 357 

Ratotkot, 173, 174 

Kerkeosiris, town in Fayaim, 117, 
173 

Kerkesucha, town in Faytm, 
117 

Khabbash, Egyptian king, 30-32, 
185. See vol. iii. p. 368 

Khmunu, Egyptian god, 81 

Khnumu, Egyptian god, 185n.1, 
24 

Kikellia, festival at Alexandria, 
212 and n. 2 

“* Kinsmen,” 278, 294, 328 n. 1 

Kleruchs, 170-174, 296, 316- 
318 

Romarches, 143 

Romogrammateus, 143, 161, 162 

Kom-Ombo, see Ombi 


laarches, laarchiai, 166 

Labienus, Quintus, 374 

Lagus (Laagos), (1) father of 
Ptolemy 13) 185) 20, 21,95 Onan 
(2) son of Ptolemy I., 53 

Laodice, (1) wife of Antiochus 
Il., 70, 189, 192, 194, 195 ; 
(2) wife of Seleucus II., 223 ; 
(3) daughter of Antiochus IT1., 
270 

laokritai, 159, 161, 162 

Laomedon, governor of Syria, 24 

Lapethus, town in Cyprus, 301 

Latopolis, 335, 336 

Lenzus, 283-285 

Leonnatus, deme at Ptolemais 
called after, 100 

Leontiscus, 27, 53 

Leontius, 224 

Leontopolis, capital of nome, 
140 ; Jewish temple at, 299 


INDEX 


Lepidus, Marcus /Emilius, 256, 
257 

Lesbos, 64, 222. See Methymna 

Leto, town in Fayam, 117 

Libya, 15, 62, 63, 75, 141 

Libyans, the, 130, 227, 300 

Libyarch, the, 254 

Lichas, commander in the 
elephant country, 176, 243 

Lochus, strategos ra Thebaid, 
281, 312 and n. 

Lucidas, general of mercenaries, 
15 

Lucius, son of Gaius, Roman in 
Ptolemaic service, 250n. 1 

Lucullus, Lucius Licinius, 340, 
341 

Luxor, 238 

Lycia, 62, 193, 222, 269 and n. 2, 
276, 333, 334 

Lycophron, the poet, 126 

Lycopolis, (1) (Assiut), 141 ; (2) 
in Delta, 261, 265 

Lysandra, 36 and n., 52, 54 

Lysanias, tetrarch of Chalcis, 375 

Lysimachia, city in Gallipoli, 
268, 269 

Lysimachis, town in Fayam, 117 

Lysimachus, (1) marshal of 
Alexander the Great, after- 
wards king of Thrace, finally 
king of Macedonia, 26, 34-36, 


Ber52, 54; 57, 59, 05, 66.; 
(2) son of Ptolemy II., ees 
AOD Is WIG PO, LH F (3) hi 
parch, 106 

Macedonia, 14, 19, 26, 36, 37, 
3052-55; 57) 52,07, 08, 73, 


74, 120, 204, 217 
Macedonians in Egypt, 73, 83, 
HOOM LO 122,050, 105-107, 
227, 255 and ies 296, 298 
machatrophorot, 163 and n. 4 
machimoi, 80, 165, 168, 170, 173, 
175, 262 and n. 1, 302 
Magais, town in Faytm, 117 
Magas, (1) half-brother of 
Riolemy iy 27,,11035.73, 125 5 
(2) son of Ptolemy III., 205, 
221 
Magdola, town in Fayam, 117 
Magius, Decius, 249 


20 
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Magnesia, battle of, 273, 276; 
Magnesian in Egypt, 167 
Manetho, 45, 85 
Mareotis, Lake, 7 QI, 365 
Marmaridz, see Memerti 
Maronea, 203, 218 
Marriage, 86, 99, 158, 159 
Marzyas, commander of Alex- 
andrine army, 312 n. 4 
mastigophorot, 163 
Mazakes, Persian 
Egypt, 1-4 
Media, 194, 196 
Megara, 26 
Megisteus, deme-name at Ptole- 
mais, 105 
Meleager, son of Ptolemy I., 53, 
58 
Memerti (Marmaridz), 30, 63 
Memmius, Lucius, 329 
Memphis, (1) capital of Lower 
Egypt, 3, 4, 15, 19, 20, 41, 42, 


satrap in 


Oly OSs) LOOM IZ an TZ Ommads 
135, 137, 141, 142, 155, 157, 
LO M4 75 eee Ono sO. 
183, 187, 188, eee oan 

260-263, 266, 267, 234-286, 
297, 309, 336, 346-349, 365, 


392 ; (2) town in Fayim, 117 
Memphites, 309 and n.3, 311, 
12 
Mendes, (1) nome-capital, 130, 
140 ; 'e ) town in Faytim, 117 
Menecles of Barca, 308 
Menelaus, (1) brother of Ptolemy 
leo, 275 (@) townin Deltas 
Meroe, 76, 243-246, 338; 
Meroitic script, 246 
Mesopotamia, 193 
Methana in Peloponnesus, 302 
Methymna, 248 
Micion, Athenian politician, 248 


Miletus, 38, 54, 63, 68-70, 134, 
386, 387 

Mines and quarries, 14g and 
n.2 


Miunucius Thermus, Lucius, 307 


Mithras, Persian god, 114 : 
Mithridates, (1) I1., king of 
Pontus, 270; (2) 1V., Eupa- 


tor, 338, 340, 342, 344, 345; 
351, 350; (3) M. of Perga- 


404 
mon, adherent of Julius 
Cesar, 305 


Mithridatis, daughter of Mithri- 
dates IV., 345 


Mnasicles, Cretan condottiere, 
22 

Mnesis, mistress of Ptolemy II., 
77 


Meeris, Lake, 115 

monographoi, 159, 295, 290 
Monopolies, royal, 148-151 
Museum at Alexandria, 85, 94, 
103 N., 123, 124-127, 169, 205 
Myos-hormos, 155 

Myrtion, mistress of Ptolemy I1., 


sid, 
Mysians in Egypt, 109, 110, 167 


Nabatzeans, 154, 380 

Napata, 76, 243, 338 

Nastasen, Ethiopian king, 76 

nauarchos (Admiral), 174. See 
Polemo, Philocles, Callicrates, 
Patroclus, Perigenes, Chzereas 

naubion, 146 

Naucratis, 4, 15, 82, 90, 91, 98, 
186, 234, 242, 243, 276 

naukleromac himot, 175 

Naupactus, Conference of, 248, 


249 

Navy, 166, 174, 175 

Nebtaui, Egyptian goddess, 32 

Nechthyris, commandant at 
Pathyris, 335, 336 

Nectanebo (Nekhtnebf), 2, 3, 
130. See vol. ill. pp. 385 

Neit, Egyptian goddess, 31 

Nicocles, (1) dynast in Cyprus, 
26; (2) Athenian athlete, 128 

Nicolaus, /Etolian condottiere, 
224-226 

Nitrian desert, and nome, 9, 14, 
140 

nomarches, 15, 142 

nomarchiat in Fayim, 
5 3 

Nomes, the, 139-143 

Nubia, Lower, see Dodekascho- 
inos and 'Triakontaschoinos 

Nyssa, daughter of Mithridates 
VI. of Pontus, 345 


142 and 


Casis, see Ammon 
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Octavia, 374-376, 378, 383 

(Enanthe, 222, 255 

(Enoparas, battle of the, 305 

otkonomos, (1) of nome, 143 and 
notes, 150, 153, 162; (2) of 
Naucratis, 242, 243; (3) of 
dioiketes, 134; (4) of toparchy 
and kome, 144; (5) of temple, 
18r 

Olympia, 64, 78, 221 


Olympus, physician of Clee 
patra VI., 382 

Ombi (Kom- Ombo), 83, 175, 
293, 311, 321, 358 

Onesander, curator of library, 
126 

Onias, (1) Jewish priest, 299, 


330; (2) Jewish general, 307 
Ophellas, 22,,.23, 25, 2 
Oracle, Egyptian, 240 
Orchomenus, 248 
Oropus, 64, 248 
Orthosia, town in Pheenicia, 204 
Oserapis, Greek transcription of 
Osir-Hapi, 43 


Osiris, Egyptian god, 42, 46, 
209 No 1; 2Lt, 202.2 bao 
“New Osiris ??=Neos Diony- 
SOS, 347 


Pamphylia, 62, 70, 193 

Panzetius, Stoic philosopher, 307, 
310 

Panion, battle of, 258 and n. 

Panopolis, nome-capital, 
290, 317 

Pantaleon, garrison commander 
at Memphis, 15 

Paos, strategos of Thebaid, 281, 
312 and n. 2 

Paphos, 25, 353 

Paretonium, 9, 14 

Parmeniscus, architect of Sera- 
peum, 46 

Parthians, 196, 313, 374-377 

Patanut, in Delta, 30-32 

Pathyris in Thebaid, 335, 336; 
Pathyrite nome, 370 


ieAla 


Patroclus, the admiral, 60 and 
n. I, 67 

Pausiris, Egyptian nationalist 
leader, 127 


Pe and_Tep, 28-32 


INDEX 


Pelops, ambdssador to Antiochus 
III., 254 

Pelusium, ZS eae to 4 O nO ln 
156, 226, 255, 284, 285, 362, 
363, 365, 380, 389 

Perdiccas, 18, TQ, 22-24, 32, 40 

Pergamon, 58, FOR, 2731 282, 
Rowe Pergamenes in Egypt, 
167 n. 3, 294 

Perigenes, admiral, 229 

Persian Empire, 1-3, 11, 81, 110, 
III, 193, 194, 209, 239-241, 

: 270 
Persians in Egypt, 14, 58, 72, 73, 
108, 1og-III, 161, 388 

Persis, 193 

Perteus, commandant at Ele- 
phantine, 77 

Peteesis, nomarch, 15 

Petosiris, Egyptian priest, 81 

Petubast, (1) high priest of Ptah 
under Ptolemy IX., 183; (2) 
son of Pshereni-ptah, 348 


Peucestas, Macedonian general, 
5 5\L0 

Pharaonic forms, 26% 65, 133, 
208 ff., 232, 239, 240, 263 ff., 


347, 348, 388, 389 
Pharos, island and lighthouse, 6, 


16, 17, 94-96, 156, 298, 364, 
6 


395 
Pharsalus, battle of, 362 
Phila, wife of Demetrius Polior- 


ketes, 37 
Phil, 179 n. 2, 186, 214, 246, 
247, 260, 274, 275, 378 n. 
Philadelphia, (1) = Rabbath- 
Ammon, 72, 134, 277; (2) 
village in Fayam, 116, 134, 
135 : 
Philammon, governor of Libya, 


252, 254, 255 

Philip, (1) king of Macedonia, 
father of Alexander the Great, 
3, 13, 21; (2) Arrhideus, 18 


22, 27, 28; (3) Philip V. of 
Macedonia, 217, 248, 251, 
254, 256, 269; (4) first 


husband of Berenice I., 52n.2; 
(5) Seleucid prince, 355 
Philippi, battle of, 373 
Philobasilistai, 90 
Philocles, king of Sidon, 62 
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Philometoreios, deme-name at 
Alexandria, 99 

Philometoris, ‘town in Nubia » 294 

Philopator, (es) name of two 
villages in Fayfm, 117; (2) 
name of Ptolemy IV. before 
accession (?), 131 

Philotera, (1) daughter of 

Ptolemy: les 525163.) 016056130 

and n.2; (2) town in Pales- 

tine, 72, 227; (3) town on 


Red Sea, 155 

Philotereios, deme-name at 
Ptolemais, 105 

Philoteris, name of two towns 


in Fayim, 116, 117 
Philoxenus, hamlet of, in Fayaim, 


117 

Phoeniera= 255) 26.) 357475 02s 
E57, F93,- 2075. 200). 220; 
370 n., 389, 390; Phoenicians 


in Egypt, 108 

Phommis, epistrategos, 281, 328 

phylakides (police boats), 165 

phylakitat (police), 163, 165, 
(Teds) 241, 318 

Pisidians in Egypt, 243 

Pitholaus, commander in elephant 
country, 176 

Pithom, steles of, 61, 
388-392 

Plato, epistrategos (2), 335-337 

Polemo, (1) Macedonian officer 
in Egypt, 15 ; (2) admiral, 15 ; 
(3) merits of, in Fayam, 117 

Pole-tax, 148 

politeumata, 108-110 

politikoi nomot, 157 


64, 232, 


Polybius, 100, 101, 250, 277, 
Ait iis 2 
Polycrates of Argos, 227, 239, 


272, 273, 275-277 
Polydeucia, town in Faytim, 117 
Pompey, (1) (Gnzus Pompeius 

Magnus), 351, 355, 356, 361~ 

363; (2) the younger, 361 
Popillius, Gaius, 286 
Posideon, 199 
Posidippus, the poet, 

298 
Ber one (1) strategos of Mem- 

phite nome, 138, 139; (2) 

thyasites of Dionysos, 234.N. 3 


130 N. 4, 
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Pothinus, eunuch, 361-363 

“Potter’s Prophecy,” 240 

Presus, city in Crete, 302 

praktor, 153, 161 

Priests, Egyptian, 12, 13, 16, 17, 
28-32, 50, 61, 62, 79n., 80, 
TIS, 120, 150, 154, 177-188, 
198, 207 and n., 208-214, 232, 
246, 262-268, 294, 295, 297, 
208, 316, 317; 322; 330, 340- 
349, 366, 370, 388-392 

Prosopite nome, 140, 160n.3, 
371 

Psamtek (Psammetichus), king 
of Egypt, 151. See vol. iii. 
ppn325 a. eee 

Pseuaryo, town in Fayim, 117 

Pshereni-ptah, high priest of 
Ptah, 179 n. 2, 346-349 

Psoi, town in Upper Egypt, 104, 
105 

Ptah, Egyptian god, 42, 88, 108, 
109 ; high priests of, at Mem- 
phis, 183, 188, 346-349 

Ptolemzia, games at Alexandria, 
Agi, ets) 


Ptolemais, (1) daughter of 


Ptolemy En 30525 e54ee 4a 
(2) tribe at Alexandria, 99 ; 
(3) tribe at Ptolemais, 105 ; 


(4) city in Egypt, 39, 82, 104— 
ROS 2O Avie 3) (5) mCLoys mtn 
Cyrenaica (= Barca), Se 
287 n. 4; (6) city in Palestine 


Saas Ake), 72, iat Zea 

27, 394; 313, 314; (7) Ptole- 
mais Hormos, 116; (8) town 
in Fayim, 117 : (9) Ptolemais 


Euergetis (=City of Croco- 
diles), 116; (10) Ptolemais 
Ther6n, on Red ge 275 

Ptolemy ., Soter Wylie To 55, 
81, 84, 85, 88, 90, nes Se! 100, 
105 Hy, Mise, MG, OX), 
EZESL 3315 157, 165, 183, 188, 
PEI PIs KS 

Ptolemy II. (‘‘ Philadelphus ’’), 
19, 26n. 2, 48, 52, 56-78, 81, 
88, 90, 93, 95, 96, 108, 112, 
II5-118, 125, 127-134, 154 
and n. 3, 155, 156, 160, 162, 
163, 166, 169, 171, 174, 175, 
183, 186, 189, 193 n.5, 194, 
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195 (?), 233 n. 2, 

_ 380, 386, 387 

Ptolemy III., Euergetes I., 47, 
59, 65, 66, 70, 74, 77, 103 n. 2, 
117), 123, 125,-120,0133) Waaq 
158 102, 106, 17Osuty 1 ye, 
174, 180,183, 189-216, 225n.1, 
386, 387 

Ptolemy IV., 
T2350 2 Onna she 
205, 217-251, 
388-392 : 

Ptolemy V., Epiphanes, 100, 107, _ 
123, 160, £8245 203.) 25 On 252m 
281, 293, 339 n. 2 

Ptolemy VI., Philometor, 41, 99, 
107,126, 137, 159, 173.0274, 
282-305, 308, 317 

Ptolemy ~VII.; Euergetes , II. 
(Physkon), 107, 126, 137,150, 
161, 173, 186, 278, 281, 285— 
202,203; 294, 299) Soe 
306-325, 3 

Ptolemy wri. Soter II. (Lathy- 
rus), 126, 163, 186, 281, 326— 


220, 244, 


Philopator, 106, 
158, 165-169, 
257, 277 Ni. 2, 


331, 334-341, 344, 357, 360, 
37° 

Ptolemy IX., Alexander TI., 
TeHO) sale ce 183, 186, 326— 335, 
337; 

Pelee ih Alexander II., 330, 
338, 342, 350 : 4 
Ptolemy XI., Philopator Phila- 
delphus, Neos Dionysos 
(Auletes) 100, LSGnie ws 7e 


344-358, 360 n. 1 
Ptolemy XII., 356, 360-366, 374 


Ptolemy XIII., 356, 360, 366- 
369 
Ptolemy XIV., Cesar, 114, 366— 


368, 369-372, 376, 382, 383 
Ptolemy, the ‘“* bastard”. of 
Ptolemy II., 69, 70 
Ptolemy, the ‘‘ son ” of Ptolemy 
MTs. 65-67, 69, 386, 387 


Ptolemy Eupator, 282 n.1, 292 
and n. 2, 301 

Ptolemy Keraunos, 52-54, 57, 
65 

Ptolemy Neos Philopator, 306, 
307 and n. 1 

Ptolemy, king of Cyprus, 344, 


345 


INDEX 


Ptolemy Apion, king of Cyrene, 
326, 332 

Ptolemy Philadelphus,. son of 
Antony and Cleopatra, 375- 
377, 383, 384 

Ptolemy, king’ of Mauretania, 
384 

Ptolemy, as name of persons 
other than those of the royal 
house: (1) Ptolemy, son of 
Chrysermus, 123 ; (2) Ptolemy 
of Megalopolis, 250, 254; 
(3) Ptolemy, son of Sosibius, 
254; (4) Ptolemy, son of 
Ptolemy, chief huntsman, 276 ; 
(5) Ptolemy, son of Glaucias, 
the recluse, 137, -296-298; 
(6) Ptolemy of ‘Telmessus, 
386, 387 ; (7) Ptolemy, priest 
of Alexander, 389 

Pumayyaton (Pygmalion), dynast 
in Cyprus, 25 

Pydna, battle of, 286 

Pyrrhus, king of Epirus, 36, 52, 
67, 71 

Pythagoras, officer of Euergetes 
I. in Syria, 198 

Pythangelus, commander in ele- 
phant country, 176 


Ra (the Sun), Egyptian god, 65, 


262mand, 183, 3055 Ra- 
Harmachis, 32. See Amen-Ra 
Rabbath- Ammon, see  Phila- 


delphia (1) 
Rabirius Postumus, 355, 357 
Rakoti (Rhacotis), 4-6, 30, 46, 


92,93, 347 
Raphia, 33, 270; battle of, 167, 


399 

rhabdophorot, 163 

Rhodes, 34, 51, 68, 91, 101, 203, 
222, 223, 248, 276, 353; 
Rhodians, see Dinocrates, 
Chrysippus (1), Eucles, Pan- 
zetius 

Rhodogune, Parthian 
Demetrius I1., 313 

Romance of Alexander, the 
(Pseudo-Callisthenes), 3, 7, 8, 
1751925 103 

Rome, 218, 248-250, 254, 256, 
257, 208-273, 283, 284, 286, 


wife of 
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288,. 289, 291, 300, 301, 303, 
332, 338-341, from_ 350-384 
passim ; Romans in Ptolemaic 
Gelisn, Gi, Aton i, Gre, 226), 
362 

Rosetta Stone, the, 
214, 232, 262-268 

“Royal Land,” see basilike ge 

Rufinus, 366 

Rullus, tribune in Rome, 351 


178, 183, 


Sabakes, Persian satrap, 1 

Sas, Gil, Oe, Aton Biss 2a s 
Saite nome, 91, 140 

Salamis, in Cyprus, 25, 26; 
battle of, 27, 37, 51 

Samaria, (1) in Palestine, 37 ; 
(2) in Fayim, 117, cf. 112 n. 1 

Samos, 63, 70, 222, 256, 378 

Samothrace, 57, 64, 284. 
Aristarchus 

Sarapis, 41-48, 131, 241, 243, 
297, 298 

Sardis, 70, 248 

Satis, Egyptian goddess, 295 

Satyrus, commander in elephant 
country, 130, 175 

Scipio /Emilianus, Publius, 310 

Scopas, /Etolian general, 254, 
258 

Scythopolis in Palestine (Beth- 
shan), 227 

Sebek, Egyptian crocodile god, 
115, 332, 333, 309 

Sebennytus, nome of, 31, 140 

Seheyl, island near Phile, 
185 n. 1, 246n. 2 

Sekhmet, Egyptian goddess, 109 

Selene (Cleopatra), daughter of 
Ptolemy VII., 326, 327, 329, 
330, 334 and n. 4, 339, 342, 
350, 351,355 | eo 

Seleucia, in Syria (Seleucia-in- 
Pieria), 193 n. 6, 199-201, 204, 
222, 224, 226, 329, 330 

Seleucus I., Nikator, 24, 25, 34- 
37, 52, 54, 55, 57, 58, 136 

Seleucus IJ., Kallinikos, 
193 N. 5, 194, 195, 203, 223 

Seleucus IV., Philopator, 273, 
280, 282 

Seleucus V., 314 

Seleucus, (1) 


See 


189, 


“the  salt-fish- 
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monger,” 356 ; (2) command- 
ant of Pelusium, 380 

Sellasia, battle of, 204 

Sema, the, at Alexandria, 19, 20, 
93, 94, 127, 253, 333 at 

Sennukhrud, steward of Arsinoe 
1129 

Septimius, 362 

Septuagint, the, 112 

Serapeum,the,(1) near Memphis, 
41-43, 137, 179, 187, 292, 
296-298 ; (2) at Alexandria, 
46, 47, 93, 94, 125 

Serapion, governor of Cyprus, 
374 

Sestos, 248 

Seti, island, see El-Hesseh 

Shedet, see Crocodilopolis (1) 

Sicyon, 26, 374 

Sidon, 62,75, 134, 225 

Simonides, author of book on 
Ethiopia, 244. 

Sinope, 44 

Siphnos, island, 229 

sitologot, 152 

Siwah, see Ammon 

Soli, (1) in Cilicia, 198; (2) in 
Cyprus, 23, 53 

somatophylax, 277 

Sophon, an Indian, 155 

Sophron, commander of Seleu- 
cus II. in Ephesus, 203 

Sosibius, (1) favourite of Ptol- 
emy IV., 220-227, 248, 251, 
252-255; (2) the younger, 
255 

Sostratus of Cnidos, 95 

Sotades, 60 

Soterichus, Cretan, 312 

Sparta, 67, 204, 221 ; 
condottieri, 22, 197 

Spherus, philosopher, 233 and 
fe 

Sphragis, slave-girl, 73 

State-cult, (1) of Alexander and 
Ptolemies at Alexandria, 20, 
5Om O74 LOO, E20. 207) 205. 
220, 231, 263, 293, 313, 386, 
389 ; Ranephoros of Arsinoe I1., 
78, 129, 208; athlophoros of 


Spartan 


Berenice II., 231; priestess 
of Arsinoe III., 277; hieros 
polos, stephanephoros,  pyr- 
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phoros, hiereia, and phosphoros 
of Cleopatra III., 392; (2) at 
Ptolemais, 106, 107 

stathmos, 171-173 

strategos, 142, 143, 160, 163, 315— 
318, 371; of Thebaid or 
nomes in Thebaid, 106, 155, 
162, 281, 294, 312, 323; of 


Memphite nome, 297; of 
Coptite nome (?), 205; of 
Arsinoite nome, 187; of 
Cyprus, 174; nukterinos 


strategos at Alexandria, Io1, 
103 : 
Strato, Peripatetic philosopher, 


57 

Stratonice, (1) daughter of 
Demetrius Poliorketes, 36; 
(2) mistress of Ptolemy II., 77 

Sulla, Lucius, 340, 342, 350n.1 

Susa, 51; Susiana, 193 

Sympetesis, viceroy in Cyrenaica, 
300 

synchoresis, 102 

syntaxis, 187, 188, 298 

syntrophos, 123 and n. 3, 274 

Syria (exclusive of Palestine, for 
which see Ccele-Syria), 194, 
204, 313, 314, 330, 332, 344 

Syrian Goddess, the, 114 


Tabor, Mount, 227 

Tachés (Zeher), (1) king of 
Egypt, 80n.2, 240 (see vol. 
lil. pp. 384, 385) ; (2) stephane- 
phoros at Miletus, 80 

Tenarum, 40 

Tafne, Egyptian goddess, 212n.1 

Ta-imhotepe, wife of Pshereni- 
ptah, 348, 349 

Tanagra, 2 

Tanis, (1) capital of nome, 140, 
208 ; (2) town in Faytim, 117 

Tarsus, 373 

Tauchira, see Arsinoe, towns (3) 

telestikon, 182 

Tentyri, nome-capital, see Den- 
derah 

Tep, see Pe and Tep 

Thais, (1) Athenian courtesan, 
53 and n. 3; (2) Greek woman 
in Egypt, 159 n. 2 

Thasos,.156 


INDEX 


Thaues and Taus (“‘ the Twins ” 
of the Serapeum), 297 


Theadelphia, in Fayaim, 116, 
187 
Mibebes, $5, 112 n.2, 1300 142, 


188, 241-243, 260n.4, 312 n.1, 
335, 337, 370; the Thebaid, 
TOOMLI2 Nr. 130) T40%, T42. 
ESSye 100.3, LOD, 162, 175), 
274, 290, 312, 313, 336 

Themistes, meris of, in FayGm, 
117 

Theocritus, the poet, 61, 62 

Theodorus of Cyrene, 9 n. 2 

Theodotus, (1) the /®tolian, 
223-225; (2) “ One-and- a- 
half,” 224 

Theogenes, diotketes, 220n.2; 
=Theogos (?), 221 n. 1 

Theon, diotketes (?), 371 

Theoxena, daughter of Berenice 
1536 

Thera, 64, 102, 222, 248 

thesaurol, 152 

Thespiz, 64, 248 

Thessalian in Egypt, 167 


Thestor, statue erected by, 
130Nn.3 
Thibron, Spartan condottiere, 


22 

Thinis, nome-capital, 104, 141 

Thoth (Hermes), Egyptian god, 
42,88, 265 

‘Thotortzeus, case of, in Thebaid, 
162 

Wibrace, 64, 193, 203, 218, 222, 
256, 269 ; Thracians in Egypt, 
A, THO), 1, WAAR, Ailey? EboNG! 
iD, 2 Gualel Zin 168, 227 

Tigranes, king of Armenia, 344, 
350; 351 ; 

Timarchus, (1) tyrant of Miletus, 
70; (2) satrap of Media, 223 

Timotheus, the Eumolpid, 44, 


Tlepolemus, minister of Ptol- 
emy V., 255-257 
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Tobiah the Ammonite, 73 
toparches and topogrammateus, 
143 
Trade, 154-156 
Triparadisus, settlement of, 23, 
24, 52 : 


Tripolis, in Pheenicia, 62 


‘Trobastus, Egyptian’ nationalist 
leader, 275 
Trogodytz, wis, Wes Ahine= 


godyte language (language then 
spoken on Somali coast), 360 

tropheus, 123, 361 

Tryphena (Cleopatra), (1) 
daughter of Ptolemy VII., 314, 
326, 328, 339, 355; (2) wife 
of Ptolemy XI., see Cleo- 
patra V. 

Tryphon, (1) name of Ptolemy 
III. (?), 204, 205; (2) cata- 
mite of Ptolemy XI., 357 

Tubias (Tobiah), sheikh in Am- 
manitis, 72, 73 

Tyre, 4, 62, 134, 225,314 

Una, ancient Egyptian viceroy, 
20, See Vol. 1. pp. 107, tt 


Verres, 350 


Xanthippus, governor of pro- 
vinces beyond Euphrates, 194, 
197 


Xanthus, city of Lycia, 276 
Xerxes, 31 


Yesruwaman, Ethiopian king, 
FAG) ake, 2 
Zeno, agent of Apollonius the 


diotketes, 73, 133-135 
Zenodotus of Ephesus, librarian, 
126 
Zephyrion, promontory, 130 
Zeus, 12,14. See Amen 
Zoippus, ambassador from Syra- 
cuse, 249 
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THE WIND IN THE WILLOWS 
7s. 6d. net and 55. net. 
Also illustrated by Ernest H. 
SHEPARD. Cloth, 7s. 6d. net. 
Green Leather, 12s. 6d. net. 
Pocket Edition, unillustrated. 
Cloth, 3s. 6d. net. 
Green Morocco, 7s. 6d. net. 
THE KENNETH GRAHAME BOOK 
(‘The Wind in the Willows’, 
‘Dream Days ’ and ‘ The Golden 
Age’ in one volume). 
7s. 6d. net. 
See also Milne (A. A.) 


HADFIELD (J. A.) 
PsYCHOLOGY AND MORALS 6s. net. 


HALL (H. R.) 
THE ANCIENT HISTORY OF THE 
NEAR EAST Li “iss net, 


THE CIVILIZATION OF GREECE IN 
THE BRONZE AGE {£1 Ios. net. 


HEATON (Rose Henniker) 
THE PERFECT HOSTESS 
Decorated by A. E, TAYLOR. 
4s. 6d. net. Gift Edition, £1 1s. net, 
THE PERFECT SCHOOLGIRL 
3s. 6d. net. 
HERBERT (A. P.) 
HELEN 2s. 6d. net. 
TaNTIVY TOWERS and DERBY Day 
in one volume. Illustrated by 
Lady VIOLET BARING. 5s. net. 
Each, separately, unillustrated 
2s. 6d. net. 
HONEYBUBBLE & Co. 3s. 6d. net. 
MISLEADING CASES IN THE COMMON 
Law. 5S. net. 
More MISLEADING CASES 55. net. 
STILL MorRE MISLEADING CASES. 
5s. net. 
THE WHEREFORE AND THE WHY 
‘TINKER, TAILOR...’ 


Each, IUllustrated by GEORGE 
Morrow. 2s. 6d. net. 
THE SECRET BATTLE 3s. 6d. net. 


THE House BY THE RIVER 


3s. 6d. net. 
‘No BOATS ON THE RIVER’ 


Illustrated. 5s. net. 


HOLDSWORTH (Sir W. S.) 
A History oF ENGLIsH Law 
Nine Volumes. £1 5s. net each, 
Index Volume by EpwarD PoTron. 
£1 Is, net. 


HUDSON (W. H.) 
A SHEPHERD’s LIFE 


Illustrated. 10s. 6d. net. 


Also unillustrated. 3s. 6d. net. 
HUTTON (Edward) 
CITIES OF SICILY 
Illustrated. tos. 6d. net. 


MILAN AND LOMBARDY 
THE CITIES OF ROMAGNA AND THE 
MARCHES 
SIENA AND SOUTHERN TUSCANY 
NAPLES AND SOUTHERN ITALY 
Illustrated. Each 8s. 6d. net. 
A WAYFARER IN UNKNOWN TUSCANY 
THE CITIES OF SPAIN 
THE CITIES OF UMBRIA 
CoUNTRY WALKS ABOUT FLORENCE 
ROME 
FLORENCE AND NORTHERN T'USCANY 
VENICE AND VENETIA 
Illustrated. Each 7s. 6d. net. 
HYAMSON (Albert M.) 
PALESTINE OLD AND NEW 


Illustrated. 7s. 6d. net. 
A History OF THE JEws IN 

ENGLAND 

Illustrated. tos. 6d. net. 


INGE (W.R.), D.D., Dean of St. Paul’s 
CHRISTIAN MysTIcIsmM,. With a New 
Preface. 7s. 6d. net. 
JOHNS (Rowland) 
Docs You’> LIKE To MEET 
Let Docs DELIGHT 
ALL Sorts oF Docs 
Let’s TALK OF Docs 
PUPPIES 
Lucky Docs 
Each, Ulustrated, 3s. 6d. net. 
So You LIKE Dogs ! 


Illustrated. 2s. 6d. net. 
THE ROWLAND JoHNS Doc Book 
Illustrated. 5s. net. 


‘OuR FRIEND THE Doc’ SERIES 
Edited by ROWLAND JOHNS. 

THE CAIRN 

THE COCKER SPANIEL 

THE Fox-TERRIER 

‘THE PEKINGESE 

THE AIREDALE 

THE ALSATIAN 

THE SCOTTISH TERRIER 

THE CHow-CHOWw 

THE IRISH SETTER 

THE DALMATIAN 

THE LABRADOR 

THE SEALYHAM 

THE DACHSHUND Each as. 6d. net, 
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KIPLING (Rudyard) 


BARRACK-ROOM BALLADS 
THE SEVEN SEAS 
THE FIvE NATIONS 
DEPARTMENTAL DITTIES 
THE YEARS BETWEEN 
Four Editions of these famous 
volumes of poems are now pub- 
lished, viz. :— 
Buckram, 7s. 6d. net. 
Cloth, 6s. net. Leather, 7s. 6d. net. 
Service Edition. Two volumes 
each book, 3s. net each vol. 
A KipLinc ANTHOLOGY—VERSE 
Leather, 7s. 6d. net. 
Cloth, 6s. net and 3s. 6d. net. 
TWENTY POEMS FROM RUDYARD 


KIPLING Is. met. 
A CHOICE OF SONGS 2s. net. 
SELECTED POEMS Is. net. 


LAMB (Charles and Mary) 


THE COMPLETE WORKS 

Edited by E. V. Lucas. Six 

volumes. 6s. net each, 
SELECTED LETTERS 

Edited by G. T. CLAPTON. 

3s. 6d. net. 

THE CHARLES LAMB Day-BOOK 

Compiled by E. V. Lucas. 6s. net. 


LANKESTER (Sir Ray) 


SCIENCE FROM AN Easy CHAIR 
First Series 
SCIENCE FROM AN Easy CHAIR 
Second Series 
DIVERSIONS OF A NATURALIST 
GREAT AND SMALL THINGS 
Each, Illustrated, 7s. 6d. net. 
SECRETS OF EARTH AND SEA 
Illustrated. 8s. 6d. net. 


LINDRUM (Walter) 


BILLIARDS. Illustrated. as. 6d. net. 


LODGE (Sir Oliver) 


MAN AND THE UNIVERSE 

7s. 6d. net and 3s. 6d. net. 
THE SURVIVAL OF MAN 7s. 6d. neé. 
RAYMOND tos. 6d. net. 
RAYMOND REVISED 6s. net, 
MOoDERN PROBLEMS 3s. 6d. net. 
REASON AND BELIEF 35. 6d. net. 
THE SUBSTANCE OF FAITH 25, net. 
RELATIVITY Is. net, 
CONVICTION OF SURVIVAL 2s. net. 


LUCAS (£. V.), C. H. 


READING, WRITING AND REMEM- 
BERING 18s. net. 
THE LIFE OF CHARLES LAMB 
2 Vols. £1 Is. net. 
THE COLVINS AND THEIR FRIENDS 
£1 Is. net. 
VERMEER THE MAGICAL 5s. net. 
A WANDERER IN ROME 
A WANDERER IN HOLLAND 
A WANDERER IN LONDON 
LONDON REVISITED (Revised) 
A WANDERER IN Paris 
A WANDERER IN FLORENCE 
A WANDERER IN VENICE 
Each tos. 6d. net. 
A WANDERER AMONG PICTURES 


8s. 6d. net. 
E. V. Lucas’s LONDON’ £1 net. 
THE OPEN RoaD 6s. net. 


Also, illustrated by CLAUDE A. 
SHEPPERSON, A.R.W.S. 
tos. 6d. net. 
Also, India Paper. 
Leather, 7s. 6d. net. 
THE Joy oF LIFE 6s. net. 
Leather Edition, 7s. 6d. net. 
Also, India Paper. 
Leather, 7s. 6d. net, 
THE GENTLEST ART 
THE SECOND Post 
FIRESIDE AND SUNSHINE 
CHARACTER AND COMEDY 
Goop ComMPANY 
ONE Day AND ANOTHER 
OLD Lamps FoR NEw 
LOITERER’S HARVEST 
LUCK OF THE YEAR 
EVENTS AND EMBROIDERIES 
A FRONDED ISLE 
A Rover I WouLD Bk 
GIVING AND RECEIVING 
Her INFINITE VARIETY 
ENCOUNTERS AND DIVERSIONS 
TURNING THINGS OVER 
'TRAVELLER’S LUCK 
AT THE SIGN OF THE Dovg 
VISIBILITY GOOD 
Each 3s. 6d. net. 
LEMON VERBENA 
SAUNTERER’S REWARDS 
Each 6s, net. 
FRENCH LEAVES 
ENGLISH LEAVES 
THE BARBER’S CLOCK 
Each 5s. net. 
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LUCAS (E. V.)—continued 
‘Tue More I See or MEN...” 
Out oF A CLEAR SKY 
Ir Docs CouLD WRITE 
‘, . . AND SUCH SMALL DEER’ 
Each 3s. 6d. net. 
See also Lamb (Charles). 


LYND (Robert) 

THE COCKLESHELL 

Rain, RAIN, Go To SPAIN 

It’s A FINE WORLD 

THE GREEN MAN 

THE PLEASURES OF IGNORANCE 

Tue GOLDFISH 

Tue LITTLE ANGEL 

THE BLUE LION 

THE PEAL OF BELLS 

THE ORANGE TREE 

THE Money-Box Each 3s. 6d. net. 

‘YY.’ An Anthology of essays by 
RoBerT LynD. Edited by EILEEN 
SQUIRE. 7s. 6d. net. 


McDOUGALL (William) 
AN INTRODUCTION TO SOCIAL 


5s, net. 


PSYCHOLOGY tos. 6d. net. 
NATIONAL WELFARE AND NATIONAL 
DECAY 6s. net. 
AN OUTLINE OF PSYCHOLOGY 
tos. 6d. net. 
AN OUTLINE OF ABNORMAL PSYCHO- 
LOGY 15s. net. 
Bopy AND MIND 12s. 6d, net. 


CHARACTER AND THE CONDUCT OF 
LIFE 10s. 6d. net. 
MoprerRN MATERIALISM AND EMER- 
GENT EVOLUTION "73. 6d. net. 
ETHics AND SOME MODERN WoRLD 


PROBLEMS 7s. 6d, net. 
THE ENERGIES OF MEN 
8s. 6d. net. 


MAETERLINCK (Maurice) 
THE BLUE BIRD 6s. net. 
Also, illustrated by F. CayLey 


ROBINSON. tos. 6d. net. 
Our ETERNITY 6s. net. 
THE UNKNOWN GUEST 6s. net. 
PoEMS 5S. net. 
THE WRACK OF THE STORM 6s. net. 
THE BETROTHAL 6s. net. 
Mary MAGDALENE 25. net. 


MARLOWE (Christopher) 
THE Works. In 6 volumes. 
General Editor, R. H. CasE. 
THE LIFE OF MARLOWE and DIDO, 
QUEEN OF CARTHAGE 8s. 6d, net. 
‘TAMBURLAINE, I AND II 10s.6d.net. 


MARLOWE (Christopher)—cont. 
THE Jew or Matta and THE 


Massacre AT Paris 10s. 6d. net. 
PoEMS ros. 6d. net. 
Doctor Faustus 8s. 6d. net. 
Epwarp II 8s. 6d. net. 


MASEFIELD (John) 
ON THE SPANISH MAIN 8s. 6d. net. 
A SaiLor’s GARLAND 3s. 6d. net 
SEA LIFE IN NELSON’s TIME 
7s. 6d. net. 


METHUEN (Sir A.) 
AN ANTHOLOGY OF MODERN VERSE 
SHAKESPEARE TO Harpy: An 
Anthology of English Lyrics. 
Each, Cloth, 6s. net. 
Leather, 7s. 6d. net. 


MILNE (A. A.) 
Toap oF ToaD HALL 
A Play founded on Kenneth 
Grahame’s ‘The Wind in the 


Willows ’. 5s. net. 
‘THOSE WERE THE Days: Collected 
Stories 7s. 6d. net. 


By Way OF INTRODUCTION 
NoT THAT IT MATTERS 
Ir I May 
THE SUNNY SIDE 
THE RED House Mystery 
ONCE A WEEK 
THE HoLipAy RouND 
THE Day’s PLAY 
Mr. Pim Passes BY 
Each 3s. 6d. net. 
WHEN WE WERE VERY YOUNG 
WINNIE-THE-POOH 
Now WE are SIX 
Tue House aT PoOH CORNER 
Each illustrated by E. H. SHEPARD. 
7s. 6d. net. Leather, tos. 6d. net. 
THE CHRISTOPHER ROBIN VERSES 
(‘When We were Very Young’ 
and ‘Now We are Six’ com- 
pletein one volume). Illustrated 
in colour and line by E. H. 
SHEPARD. 8s. 6d. net. 
THE CHRISTOPHER ROBIN STORY 
Book 
Illustrated by E. H. SHEPARD. 
5s. net, 
THE CHRISTOPHER ROBIN BIRTH- 
DAY Book 
Illustrated by E. H. SHEPARD. 
3s. 6d. net. 
FOURTEEN SONGS FROM ‘ WHEN WBE 
WERE VERY YOUNG’ 75. 6d, net. 
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MILNE (A. A.) and FRASER-SIM- 
SON (H.)—continued 

TEDDY BEAR AND OTHER SONGS 

FROM ‘WHEN WE WERE VERY 

Younc’ 7s. 6d. net. 

THE KING’s BREAKFAST 3s. 6d. net. 

SONGs FROM ‘ Now WE ARE SIX’ 


7s. 6d. net. 
More ‘ Very YOUNG’ Soncs 

7s. 6d. net. 
THE Hums oF Poou 7s. 6d. net. 


In each case the words are by 
A. A. MILNE, the music by H. 
FRASER-SIMSON, and the decora- 
tions by E. H. SHEPARD. 
MORTON (H. V.) 
A LONDON YEAR 


Illustrated, 6s. net. 
THE HEART OF LONDON 


3s. 6d. net. 
Also, with Scissor Cuts by L. 
HUMMEL. 6s. net. 


THE SPELL OF LONDON 
THE NIGHTS OF LONDON 
BLUE Days AT SEA 
Each 3s. 6d. net. 
In SEARCH OF ENGLAND 
THE CALL OF ENGLAND 
IN SEARCH OF SCOTLAND 
IN SCOTLAND AGAIN 
IN SEARCH OF IRELAND 
IN SEARCH OF WALES 
Each, illustrated, 7s. 6d. net. 
OMAN (Sir Charles) 
Tuincs I HAVE SEEN 8s. 6d. net. 
A HIstTory OF THE ART OF WAR IN 
THE MIDDLE AGES, A.D. 378-1485. 
2vols. Illustrated. £1 16s. net. 
STUDIES IN THE NAPOLEONIC WARS 
8s. 6d. net. 
PERRY (W. J.) 
THE ORIGIN OF MAGIC AND 
RELIGION 
THE GROWTH OF CIVILIZATION 
Each 6s. net. 
THE CHILDREN OF THE SUN 
£1 1s. net. 
PETRIE (Sir Flinders) 
A History oF EcyptT 
In 6 Volumes. 
Vol. I. FROM THE IST TO THE 
XVITH DYNASTY 12s. net. 
Vol. II. THe XVIITH AND XVIIITH 


DYNASTIES Qs. net. 
Vol. III. XIXTH TO XXXTH 
DYNASTIES 12s. net. 
Vol. IV. EGYPT UNDER THE 


PTOLEMAIC DYNASTY 


By EpwYnN BEVAN. 15s. net. 


PETRIE (Sir Flinders)—continued 
Vol. V., EGYPT UNDER ROMAN RULE 


By J. G. MILNE. 12s. net. 
Vol. VI. Ecypr IN THE MIDDLE 
AGES 


By S. LANE PooLe. Ios. net. 


PONSONBY OF SHULBREDE 
(Lord) 
ENGLISH DIARIES £1 1s, net. 
More ENGLISH DIARIES 
12s. 6d. net. 
SCOTTISH AND IRISH DIARIES 
1os. 6d. net, 
RAGLAN (Lord) 
JocasTa’s CRIME 6s. net. 
‘THE SCIENCE OF PEACE 35. 6d. net. 


SELLAR (W. C.) and YEATMAN 
(R. J.) 
1066 AND ALL THAT 
Illustrated by JOHN REYNOLDS. 
5s. net, 
AnD Now ALL THIS 
Illustrated by JOHN REYNOLDs, 
5S. net, 


STEVENSON (R. L.) 


Tue Letrers Edited by Sir SIDNEY 
CoLvVIN. 4 Vols. Each 6s. net. 


SURTEES (R. S.) 
HANDLEY Cross 
Mr. SPONGE’S SPORTING TOUR 
Ask MAMMA 
Mr. FAcEY ROMFORD’s HOUNDS 
PLAIN OR RINGLETS ? 
HILLINGDON HALL 
Each, illustrated, 7s. 6d. net. 
JorRocks’s JAUNTS AND JOLLITIES 
HAWBUCK GRANGE 
Each, illustrated, 6s. net, 


TAYLOR (A. E.) 
PLatTo: THE MAN anD His Work 


LelIS. ete 
PLatTo: TIMUS AND CRITIAS 
6s, net. 
ELEMENTS OF METAPHYSICS 
12s. 6d. net. 


TILDEN (William T.) 
Tue ART OF LAWN TENNIS 
Revised Edition. 
SINGLES AND DOUBLES 
Each, illustrated, 6s. net. 
THE COMMON SENSE OF LAWN 
TENNIS 
MatTcH PLAY AND THE SPIN OF THB 
BALL 
Each, illustrated, 5s. net. 


- 
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TILESTON (Mary W.) 
DaiILy STRENGTH FOR DAILY NEEDS 
3s. 6d. net 


India Paper. Leather, 6s. net. 


UNDERHILL (Evelyn) © 
Mysticism. Revised Edition. 
15s. net. 
THE LIFE OF THE SPIRIT AND THE 
LiFE OF TO-DAY 7s. 6d. net. 
MaN AND THE SUPERNATURAL 


7s. 6d. net. 
THE GOLDEN SEQUENCE 
Paper boards, 3s. 6d, net; 
Cloth, 5s. net. 
MIxeD PasTuRE: Essays and 
Addresses 5s. net. 
CONCERNING THE INNER LIFE 
2s. net. 
THE HOUSE OF THESOUL. 2s. net. 
VARDON (Harry) 
How To PLay GOLF 
Illustrated, 5s, net. 


WILDE (Oscar) 
Lorp ARTHUR SAVILE’S CRIME AND 
THE PORTRAIT OF Mr. W. H. 
6s. 6d. net. 
THE DUCHESS OF PADUA 
3s. 6d. net. 


WILDE (Oscar)—continued 


PoEMS 6s. 6d. net. 
Lapy WINDERMERE’S FAN 
6s. 6d. net. 
A Woman oF No ImporTANCE 
6s. 6d. net. 
AN IDEAL HusBAND 6s. 6d. net. 


‘THE IMPORTANCE OF BEING EARNEST 


6s. 6d. net. 
A House OF POMEGRANATES 

6s. 6d. net. 
INTENTIONS 6s. 6d. net. 
DE PROFUNDIS and PRISON LETTERS 

6s. 6d. net. 


EssAYS AND LECTURES 6s. 6d. net. 
SaLomEé, A FLORENTINE TRAGEDY, 
and LA SAINTE COURTISANE 


2s 6d. net. 
SELECTED PROSE OF OSCAR WILDE 
6s. 6d. net. 
ART AND DECORATION 
6s. 6d. net. 
For LOVE OF THE KING 
5s. net. 
VERA, OR THE NIHILISTS 
6s. 6d. net. 


WILLIAMSON (G. CG.) 


THE BOOK OF FAMILLE ROSE 
Richly illustrated. £8 8s. net. 


METHUEN’S COMPANIONS TO MODERN STUDIES 


SPAIN. E. ALLISON PEERS. 
GERMANY. J. BITHELL. 
ITaLy. E. G. GARDNER. 


12s. 6d, net. 
15s. net. 
125. 6d. net. 


METHUEN’S HISTORY OF MEDIEVAL AND MODERN EUROPE 


In 8 Vols. 

I. 476to 911. 
II. 911 to 1198. 
III. 1198 to 1378. 
IV. 1378 to 1494. 
V. 1494 to 1610. 
VI. 1610 to 1715. 
VII. 1715 to 1815. 
VIII. 1815 to 1923. 


Each 16s, net. 

By J. H. BAXxrTer. 

By Z. N. BROOKE. 

By C. W. PREVITE-ORTON. 
By W. T. WauGuH. 

By A. J. GRANT. 

By E. R. ADAIR. 

By W. F REDDAWAY. 

By Sir J. A. R. Marriot? 


Methuen & Co. Ltd., 36 Essex Street, London, W.C.2 
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